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Abstract 
Recent judicial decisions and statutory changes have resulted in an absolute ban on capital 
punishment for convicted juvenile offenders.  This study examines public opinion of alternative 
sentencing options: life without parole, life with parole, and blended sentencing.  The current 
study is the first to assess public opinion of life without parole outside the context of public 
opinion of capital punishment for juveniles.  A total of 359 participants (189 undergraduate 
students and 170 law students) were administered a vignette describing the commission and 
conviction of a serious crime.  The participants were asked to rate how likely they would be to 
sentence the defendant to each of the three sentence options.  Results provided partial support for 
the hypotheses that defendant age, culpability, and offense severity are positively related to 
sentence severity, and participants‟ level of education is negatively related to sentence severity.  
Overall, results indicate that participants preferred a blended sentence most, life with parole 
second, and life without parole least.  It appears that both the general public and the legal 
community support the use of the juvenile justice system as a first step in punishing a defendant, 
and neither group supports the trend toward more punitive treatment of juvenile offenders. 
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Background and Literature Review 
 The first documented execution of a juvenile was in 1642, when a 16-year-old boy was 
executed in Massachusetts after a conviction for bestiality.  The youngest child execution on 
record involved a 10-year-old Native American boy (National Coalition to Abolish the Death 
Penalty, n.d.).  Between 1642 and 2005, there have been 366 documented incidents of juveniles 
being put to death (Streib, 2005).  In 2005, the Supreme Court in Roper v. Simmons put an end to 
the juvenile death penalty.  Since that decision, there has been increased controversy surrounding 
the constitutionality of juveniles being sentenced to life without parole (LWOP), under the 
assumption that some juveniles who would have been sentenced to death will now receive a 
sentence of life without parole. 
 At common law, children were treated differently than adults based on the belief that 
children under the age of seven were not capable of forming the requisite criminal intent, and 
therefore could not be charged with a crime (Ellison, 1987).  Further, convictions for children 
between the ages of seven and fourteen were held to a higher standard of proof, although children 
could still be sentenced to death.  Children age 15 and older were viewed as equivalent to adults 
in their ability to form criminal intent, and therefore were not afforded any special protection.  In 
fact, there were no age restrictions on the death penalty (Ellison, 1987).  The juvenile justice 
system, created in 1899, was based on the idea that juveniles lacked maturity and responsibility 
than adults (Vogel & Vogel, 2003). 
 Life sentences are generally seen as the second most serious, or “penultimate,” 
punishment in the United States (Logan, 1998, p. 690).  However, the meaning of a life sentence 
has changed drastically over time.  In 1913, a life term in the federal system meant that a person 
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would serve about 15 years in federal prison, and state rules were similar (Hoffman, 2003).  In 
the early 1900s, Congress amended the federal parole statute so that prisoners who were serving 
a life sentence were eligible for parole after 15 years (Hoffman, 2003).  Between 1910 and the 
1970s, life without parole, as it is known today, did not exist.  During that time, the sentencing 
trend was toward increased parole and indeterminate sentencing (Mauer, King, & Young, 2004).  
Today, however, a defendant sentenced to life without parole is never eligible for parole.  This 
sentence is applied to both adults and juveniles and has been the subject of much controversy, 
especially since the Supreme Court‟s decision in Roper v. Simmons (2005), which excluded 
juveniles from capital punishment.  In the words of the Court in Trop v. Dulles (1958), the Eighth 
Amendment‟s cruel and unusual punishment clause “must draw its meaning from the evolving 
standards of decency that mark the progress of a maturing society” (p. 101).  In evaluating the 
evolving standards of decency regarding the death penalty for juveniles, courts have looked to 
case law, legislative changes in policy throughout the states, empirical findings regarding the 
differences between adults and juveniles, and empirical studies of public perceptions and 
opinions (Kalbeitzer & Goldstein, 2006). 
Case Law 
 In 1972, the Supreme Court in Furman v. Georgia issued a moratorium on the death 
penalty, holding that capital punishment violated the Eighth Amendment in that the sentencing 
practices were arbitrary and capricious.  The Court also stated that when determining whether a 
sentence violates the Eighth Amendment, the Court must consider objective indicators of how 
society currently views a particular punishment.  The Furman decision led to the creation of 
modern life without parole statutes.  Prosecutors backed these statutes and legislators enacted 
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them, faced with the alternative of a sentencing scheme with no capital punishment option 
(Wright, 1990).  Many states soon provided for life without parole when that option was 
previously unavailable (Mauer et al., 2004).  In addition, some of those statutes provided for life 
without parole for all life sentences, not just capital offenses (“A Matter of Life and Death,” 
2006). 
 In 1976, the Supreme Court reinstated the death penalty in Gregg v. Georgia and the 
debate over life without parole changed.  Proponents of the death penalty had been in favor of 
life without parole for violent offenders during 1972-1976, when there was a moratorium on 
capital punishment.  However, after the death penalty was restored, they began supporting the 
idea of parole eligibility, which they could use to argue that violent offenders would be released 
and convince juries to sentence the same offenders to death (“A Matter of Life and Death,” 
2006).  Likewise, opponents of the death penalty began supporting life without parole statutes in 
the attempt to reduce the number of death sentences (“A Matter of Life and Death”).  In addition 
to reestablishing the death penalty, the Court in Gregg also noted the role played by 
“youthfulness” in criminal activity, and indicated that age should be considered when deciding 
whether to sentence a juvenile to death.   
 In 1978, the U.S. Supreme Court in Lockett v. Ohio held that the Court cannot be 
precluded from considering any mitigating factor that the defendant offers as evidence that he 
should not receive the death penalty.  In 1982, the Court in Eddings v. Oklahoma recognized that 
“our history is replete with laws and judicial recognition that minors, especially in their earlier 
years, generally are less mature and responsible than adults” (p. 115-116).  The Eddings Court 
further noted that, when sentencing a minor, the defendant‟s age is a “relevant mitigating factor 
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of great weight” (p. 116).  Finally, in 2002, the Supreme Court in Atkins v. Virginia held that 
sentencing a mentally retarded person to death violated the Eighth Amendment.  The Court 
reasoned that imposing the death penalty on mentally retarded individuals was unconstitutional 
because of their diminished capacity to understand the wrongfulness of their behavior.  The 
decisions in Lockett, Eddings, and Atkins reinforced the argument that juveniles should not 
receive the death penalty due to their diminished capacity to appreciate the wrongfulness of their 
conduct.  These decisions also furthered the legal basis for considering age as a mitigating factor 
when determining whether juveniles should receive the death penalty (Kalbeitzer & Goldstein, 
2006). 
 In 1988, the U.S. Supreme Court in Thompson v. Oklahoma held that juveniles under the 
age of 15 could not be sentenced to death.  However, in 1989, the Court limited the consideration 
of age in Stanford v. Kentucky and Wilkins v. Missouri
1
, which established that sentencing 
convicted murderers ages 16 and older to death did not violate the Eighth Amendment.  The 
Supreme Court was faced with the issue of capital punishment for juveniles again in Roper v. 
Simmons (2005).  In a landmark decision, the Supreme Court held that imposing the death 
penalty on juveniles was cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the Eighth Amendment.  
In so holding, the Court has acknowledged that children are not as blameworthy as adults who 
commit the same crime.  The Roper Court quoted their opinion in Atkins v. Virginia (2002) and 
found that juveniles are “categorically less culpable than the average criminal” (p. 567).  The 
Court further recognized juveniles‟ tendency toward immature and irresponsible behavior, 
vulnerability to negative influences and outside pressures, and lack of fully formed identities 
                                                          
1
 Wilkins v. Missouri was decided with Stanford v. Kentucky and is cited as Stanford. 
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characteristic of adults. At the time the Supreme Court decided Roper v. Simmons, the United 
States was the only country in the world to officially sanction the death penalty for juveniles 
(Kalbeitzer & Goldstein, 2006). 
 The Court in Roper (2005) cited three important differences between adults and juveniles.  
First, they commented on the difference in maturity and the “underdeveloped sense of 
responsibility (Roper, p. 569).  They noted that juveniles act impulsively and recklessly, which 
can lead them to act without fully considering the consequences of their behavior.  Second, 
juveniles are more susceptible to external and negative influences.  This includes influences such 
as peer pressure.  Finally, the Court noted that juveniles‟ identities are not yet fully developed 
and that “personality traits of juveniles are more transitory, less fixed” (Roper, p. 570).  The 
Court in Roper also noted that “there was an unacceptable likelihood ... that the brutality or cold-
blooded nature of any particular crime would overpower mitigating arguments based on youth” 
(p. 573). 
 The Supreme Court has repeatedly distinguished the death penalty from other 
punishments.  In their concurring opinions in Furman v. Georgia (1972), Justices Brennan and 
Stewart both discussed the uniqueness of the death penalty as compared to other sentences.  
Further, in two joint opinions, Justices Stewart, Powell and Stevens highlighted the unique nature 
of the death penalty (Gregg v. Georgia, 1976; Woodson v. North Carolina, 1976).  The Court in 
Lockett v. Ohio (1978) also agreed that death is “qualitatively different” (p. 604).  Throughout 
these decisions, two main differences have been highlighted; death is irreversible and it is the 
ultimate punishment.  Based on the notion that death differs from other sentences, the Supreme 
Court has refused to apply the death penalty proportionality analysis to non-capital cases 
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(Harmelin v. Michigan, 1991). 
 Despite the Supreme Court‟s jurisprudence, some have argued that the proportionality 
analysis should apply in non-capital cases involving juveniles.  Marrus and Rosenberg (2005) 
argued that the distinctions between juveniles and adults highlighted in Roper, which the Court 
found constitutionally relevant when discussing the death penalty, are also relevant when 
discussing life without parole for juveniles who commit serious offenses.  Marrus and Rosenberg 
argue that the evidence the Court considered in Roper should weigh in favor of abolishing life 
without parole for juveniles, or at least create the presumption against imposing such a sentence.  
Others have noted that the possibility of parole does not require that a person be released (“A 
Matter of Life and Death,” 2006).  Parole eligibility is instead an option that may be exercised at 
a later date and keeps courts from having to predict how a juvenile will be in the future (“A 
Matter of Life and Death”; Marrus & Rosenberg).  In addition, Bergeron and McKelvie (2004) 
note that a life sentence for a juvenile is necessarily longer than the same sentence for an adult. 
 Steinberg and Scott (2003) observe that “[p]roportionality holds that fair criminal 
punishment is measured not only by the amount of harm caused or threatened by the actor but 
also by his or her blameworthiness” (p. 1010).  They argue that juveniles‟ developmental 
immaturity should mitigate their culpability, making them less culpable than a comparable adult 
offender, but more culpable than someone who lacks any responsibility for a crime.  They also 
note that the public often assumes that the only alternative to adult punishments for juveniles is 
no punishment at all, which is clearly not the case.  Woolard, Fondacaro, and Slobogin (2001) 
describe three justifications that have been advanced for maintaining a separate juvenile justice 
system; compared to adults, juveniles are (a) more amenable to treatment, (b) less culpable, and 
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(c) less subject to deterrence.  In 1997, the Supreme Court in Kansas v. Hendricks upheld the use 
of long-term confinement post-sentence for sexual offenders who are dangerous and cannot 
control their behavior.  If juveniles are less able to control their behavior than are older offenders, 
then Hendricks could support a separate juvenile system with extended jurisdiction as a 
preventive measure on the basis of a more limited capacity for deterrence (Woolard et al., 2001). 
 The Supreme Court has decided many cases regarding the issue of life without parole, but 
has yet to stake out a clear position with regard to juveniles receiving the sentence.  In Rummel v. 
Estelle (1980), the Court upheld the constitutionality of a mandatory life sentence with the 
possibility of parole pursuant to a Texas recidivist law.  In 1983, the Court in Solem v. Helm held 
that the sentence of life without parole was disproportionate for a defendant who had passed a 
“no account” check and had a history of six non-violent felonies (p. 281).  The Supreme Court 
set forth three factors courts should consider when analyzing proportionality.  First, courts should 
consider “the gravity of the offense and the harshness of the penalty” (Solem, p. 290-291).  
Second, courts should look at punishments for defendants convicted of other crimes, either more 
or less severe, in the same jurisdiction.  Finally, courts should consider punishments imposed on 
defendants convicted of the same crime in different jurisdictions.   
 In 1991, the Court in Harmelin v. Michigan heard another challenge to a sentence of life 
without parole.  In that case, the Court rejected the petitioner‟s claim that the sentence was 
unconstitutional and effectively abandoned their decision in Solem.  Specifically, it held that a 
sentence is not unconstitutional merely because it is mandatory, and that the Eighth Amendment 
does not carry a guarantee of proportionality.  However, the Court held that the proportionality 
analysis applies equally to capital and non-capital cases.  After Harmelin, a court did need not 
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consider mitigating factors for a sentence other than death.  In cases involving a mandatory 
minimum, even life without parole, sentencing authorities did not need to consider age as a 
mitigating factor. 
 Challenges to life without parole for juveniles have met minimal success in state courts 
and even less in federal courts (Logan, 1998).  Most federal courts have employed a restrictive 
view that compares the seriousness of the crime to the sentence imposed and fails to consider the 
offender‟s culpability and individual mitigating factors (Logan, 1998).  In Harris v. Wright 
(1996), the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit upheld a mandatory life sentence 
for a 15-year-old defendant who was convicted of murder.  The Court held that, in terms of the 
proportionality analysis, “youth has no obvious bearing” (Harris, p. 585).  The Court also stated 
that “while capital punishment is unique and must be treated specially, mandatory life 
imprisonment without parole is, for young and old alike, only an outlying point on the continuum 
of prison sentences” and “raises no inference of disproportionality when imposed on a murderer” 
(Harris, p. 585). 
 State courts have been more willing than federal courts to consider individual factors that 
affect an offender‟s culpability (Walsh, 2000).  For example, in California, in addition to 
applying the second and third prongs of the Solem test, courts reviewing a sentence of life 
without parole must consider the circumstances of the offense and characteristics of the 
defendant, including age (People v. Thongvilay, 1998; People v. Hines, 1998).  Likewise, in 
Kansas, courts must consider the Solem comparative prongs, the circumstances of the offense, 
and “the character of the offender” (State v. Scott, 1997).  Both of these states allow courts to 
consider age as a mitigating factor during sentencing. 
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 In Workman v. Commonwealth (1968), the Supreme Court upheld a Kentucky law that 
mandated a life without parole sentence for an adult convicted of rape.  However, the Court held 
that a “different situation prevails when punishment of this stringent a nature is applied to a 
juvenile” (Workman, p. 377).  In that case, the Court determined that sentencing two 14-year-old 
boys to life without parole for rape “shocks the general conscience of society today and is 
intolerable to fundamental fairness” (Workman, p. 378).  Approximately three decades later, a 
13-year-old defendant convicted of murder challenged a sentence of life without parole.  In 
Naovarath v. State (1989), the Supreme Court of Nevada reduced the juvenile defendant‟s 
sentence of life without parole to life with the possibility of parole.  They held that “[t]o 
adjudicate a thirteen-year-old to be forever irredeemable and to subject a child of this age to 
hopeless, lifelong punishment and segregation is not a usual or acceptable response to childhood 
criminality, even when the criminality amounts to murder” (Naovarath, p. 947).  The court 
further contemplated “whether a sentence of virtually hopeless lifetime incarceration for this 
seventh grader „measurably contributes‟ to the social purposes that are intended to be served by 
this next-to-maximum penalty” (Naovarath, p. 947).  They ultimately found that the sentence of 
life without parole was cruel and unusual as applied and held that “children are and should be 
judged by different standards from those imposed upon mature adults” (Naovarath, p. 946-947).   
 A year after Naovarath, the Washington State Court of Appeals upheld a life without 
parole sentence for a 13-year-old convicted of murder.  In State v. Massey (1990), the court held 
that the disproportionality test does not include a consideration of the defendant‟s age.  Rather, 
they held that the analysis involves a balance between the crime and the sentenced imposed.  
Further, the court stated that “there is no cause to create a distinction between a juvenile and an 
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adult who are sentenced to life without parole for first degree aggravated murder” (Massey, p. 
348).   
 Other state supreme courts have found excessively long sentences disproportionate for 
juvenile offenders.  The Supreme Court of Indiana has held that age is a “significant mitigating 
circumstance,” even for juveniles who commit extremely heinous crimes (Trowbridge v. State, 
1999).  In addition, although the Supreme Court of Illinois has not abolished juvenile life without 
parole, they have allowed for the possibility of parole for some juveniles convicted of felony 
murder (People v. Miller, 2002).   
Statutes 
 In 1976, the federal government decreased parole eligibility for those serving life to 10 
years (Hoffman, 2003).  The 1980s and 1990s saw juveniles receive increasingly adult-like 
treatment.  The focus shifted from protection and rehabilitation of the juvenile offender to 
community safety and preservation (Fried & Reppucci, 2001).  Between 1992 and 1997, 47 states 
enacted laws that made it easier to transfer juveniles to adult, criminal court and made respective 
juvenile systems more punitive (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).  By 2005, all states had mechanisms 
by which juveniles could be tried in criminal court for certain offenses (Amnesty International & 
Human Rights Watch [AI & HRW], 2005). 
 Between the late 1970s and the 1990s, life without parole came to play a substantial role 
in the death penalty abolitionist movement (Wright, 1990).  In fact, a recent report from The 
Sentencing Project noted that: 
Life without parole has always been a sentencing option, but the frequency with which 
this has been used has increased in recent decades.  In many instances, this has been a 
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reflection of the use of more punitive sentencing policies in genera, but in some cases it 
also results from the increased use of life without parole as an alternative to the death 
penalty (Mauer et al., 2004, p. 5).   
With the passage of the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984, the federal government 
changed the nature of parole considerably, renaming it “supervised release” (Hoffman, 2003).  
Many states followed the federal government‟s lead.  In 1990, 30 states had some variation of a 
life without parole statute (Wright, 1990).  As of 2005, 48 states plus the District of Columbia 
have life without parole statutes (Death Penalty Information Center, 2006).  This includes all 
states except New Mexico, which has the death penalty, and Alaska, which does not (Death 
Penalty Information Center, 2006).  The two most recent states to pass life without parole statutes 
are Kansas and Texas (“A Matter of Life and Death,” 2006).  Kansas‟s life without parole statute 
(2005) was signed in 2004 as an alternative to the death penalty.  However, like many other life 
without parole statutes, Kansas‟s law includes defendants who would not otherwise have 
received a death sentence (“A Matter of Life and Death”).  Kansas now requires that any 
defendant who is possibly death penalty eligible be sentenced to life without parole (2005). 
 Texas passed their life without parole statute in 2005.  Prosecutors in Texas had long 
opposed the idea of a life without parole statute, as Texas already had a statute that provided for 
“capital life,” under which a prisoner could not be considered for parole until he had served 40 
years (2005).  However, after the Supreme Court in Roper v. Simmons eliminated the death 
penalty for juveniles, prosecutorial opposition to Texas‟s life without parole bill decreased, as 
prosecutors apparently were concerned that juvenile murderers would be released on parole 
(Michaels, May 31, 2005).  The Texas life without parole bill also gained support because, unlike 
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its predecessor, under which a convicted offender could petition for parole after 40 years, the 
Texas bill provided “certainty to the families of the victims of violent crime” and ensured that 
violent criminals would not be released (Michaels, June 18, 2005, p. 4A). 
 Some argue that a child who is charged as an adult should be treated as an adult in every 
respect, including adult punishment (Feld, 1997; State v. Green, 1998; Woolard, Fondacaro, & 
Slobogin, 2001).  Such beliefs are based on the idea that juveniles are merely junior versions of 
adults in most ways (Woolard et al., 2001).  Others acknowledge differences between juveniles 
and adults, but believe that these differences can be dealt with in the adult system by way of 
mitigation, also referred to as a “youth discount” at sentencing (Feld, 1997, p. 67).  Although a 
small number of states expressly prohibit sentencing children younger than age 16 to life without 
parole, most states allow for such a sentence (Logan, 1998).  Some states even have statutes that 
impose mandatory life without parole for any defendant convicted of certain offenses in adult 
court, regardless of the defendant‟s age.  For example, Washington State permits defendants as 
young as 8-years-old to be sentenced to life without parole, and Vermont allows the punishment 
for juveniles as young as 10-years-old (State v. Furman, 1993; Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 13, § 2303 
(Supp. 1997); Vt. Stat. Ann. tit. 33, § 5506 (1991)). 
 Certain states have two- or three-strikes laws that apply to juvenile offenders as well as 
adults.  South Carolina‟s “Two-Strikes Law” sentences people who commit two serious crimes to 
life without parole (S.C. Code Ann. § 17-25-45(C)(1) (2004)).  The Supreme Court of South 
Carolina determined that such a sentence did not violate the modern standards of decency and 
upheld the sentence for a 16-year-old who was convicted of burglary and grand larceny and had 
been convicted of armed robbery at age 15 (State v. Standard, 2002).  Some state legislatures 
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have also determined that life without parole is not an appropriate sentence for juveniles.  The 
legislature in Kansas has made juveniles exempt from life without parole, and legislators in 
Colorado and Florida have tried (albeit unsuccessfully) to eliminate life without parole for 
juveniles (AI & HRW, 2005). 
 As of 2004, 15 states had laws that allowed for blended sentencing for juvenile offenders 
(Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).
2
  Although these laws vary depending on the state, they generally 
expand the sentencing options for juvenile court judges, allowing them to sentence juveniles to 
more severe, adult-like punishments.  The most common blended sentences, called “inclusive 
blends” (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006, p. 115), are those in which a judge sentences a juvenile to 
both a juvenile and a criminal (adult) sentence.  The adult sentence is suspended as long as the 
juvenile successfully completes the juvenile program and does not commit any new offenses.  
These types of sentences are imposed to increase compliance and to deter future criminal activity, 
and are allowed in 11 out of the 15 states.  In some states, the judge has the option to order a 
juvenile sentence, an adult sentence, or some combination.  Three of the four states that do not 
allow inclusive blended sentences follow the contiguous model of sentencing.
3
  Under that 
model, judges can sentence a juvenile to a longer sentence than would typically be allowed under 
the state‟s juvenile statutes.  The juvenile is initially committed to a juvenile facility and may be 
transferred to an adult facility at a later date.  The last state, New Mexico, allows only for an 
“exclusive blend” (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006, p. 115), which allows a juvenile court judge to 
sentence a juvenile to an adult, criminal disposition.  In general, blended sentencing increases 
                                                          
2
 These states are Alaska, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Kansas, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, New Mexico, Ohio, Rhode Island, Texas, and Vermont. 
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judges‟ discretion, allowing them to sentence juveniles who are convicted in criminal court to 
adult and/or juvenile sentences.  In all but six states, sentencing in a non-capital case is left to the 
judge (King & Noble, 2005).
4
 
Life without Parole in the United States 
 Prosecuting juveniles in criminal court has always been an option, especially when 
juvenile jurisdiction is inappropriate due to the nature of the defendant‟s criminal acts (Mauer et 
al., 2004).  Each year, children as young as age 13 are sentenced to life without parole in the 
United States (LaBelle, Phillips, & Horton, 2004).  In 2004, 41 states allowed juveniles to be 
sentenced to life without the possibility of parole (LaBelle et al., 2004).  Although the states vary 
as to the minimum age for such a sentence, 14 states had no minimum age requirement.  As of 
2005, only 3 states (Kentucky, New York, and Oregon) and the District of Columbia expressly 
precluded anyone under the age of 18 who is convicted as an adult from receiving life without 
parole (AI & HRW, 2005).  After the Supreme Court‟s decision in Roper v. Simmons (2005), 
some states re-evaluated their position on the sentence of life without parole.  Texas, which 
previously did not provide for life without parole, saw an increase in support for life without 
parole once the death penalty was no longer available for juvenile offenders (“A Matter of Life 
and Death,” 2006).  There are now 42 states that permit juveniles to be sentenced to life without 
parole (AI & HRW, 2005).  Twenty-seven of these states have statutes that provide mandatory 
life without parole for anyone convicted of certain crimes, regardless of age (AI & HRW, 2005).  
Despite the apparent support for mandatory life without parole in the legislatures, many judges 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
3
 These three states are Colorado, Rhode Island, and Texas. 
4
 Kentucky, Arkansas, Virginia, Missouri, Texas, and Oklahoma allow a jury to determine the sentence in a jury trial 
and a judge to determine the sentence in a bench trial or following a guilty plea. 
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appear to oppose mandatory life without parole for juvenile offenders, as these sentencing 
schemes eliminate judges‟ discretion to consider age, background, and other factors that might 
support the appropriateness of a different sentence (AI & HRW, 2005).  As one judge observed: 
Don‟t ask the Judge to look into a crystal ball today and predict 5 years down the road.  
Give the Juvenile system a chance to rehabilitate.  Don‟t predict today, at sentencing, 
whether the child will or will not be rehabilitated, but keep the options open (Sentencing 
Option for Nathaniel Abraham, 2000, p. 4).   
In addition, some prosecutors have questioned the application of mandatory life without parole to 
children (AI & HRW, 2005). 
 As of 2005, there were at least 2,225 prisoners in the United States serving sentences of 
life without parole for crimes they committed before they turned 18 (AI & HRW, 2005).  
However, in the United States, the departments of corrections in the various states do not 
maintain publicly accessible and accurate statistics regarding juveniles who are incarcerated in 
adult prisons (AI & HRW, 2005).  To date, complete national statistics on the number of 
juveniles sentenced to life without parole do not exist.  However, Amnesty International and the 
Human Rights Watch collected data on 1,291 people serving life without parole for crimes they 
committed as juveniles.  According to those data, there were six people who were 13-years-old at 
the time of the offense, and the average age at the time of the offense was 16. 
 There has been speculation that the public may perceive juveniles who are sentenced to 
life without parole as “superpredators,” who have long, violent records (AI & HRW, 2005, p. 1).  
However, approximately 59 percent of juveniles who have received life without parole were 
sentenced following their first criminal conviction and had no juvenile adjudications (AI & 
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HRW, 2005).  Another 39 percent had criminal records that included adult convictions ranging 
from serious crimes, such as robbery, to juvenile offenses involving fights with other children 
(AI & HRW).  An estimated 16 percent of those were between 13 and 15 years old at the time of 
their offense.  Although the majority of juveniles serving life without parole were convicted for 
murder, about 26 percent were convicted of felony murder.  Most of those cases involved a teen 
who participated in a robbery or burglary where, without the teen‟s knowledge, a co-participant 
committed murder (AI & HRW, 2005; LaBelle et al., 2004).  Children have also been sentenced 
to life without parole for crimes such as robbery, aggravated assault, and rape (LaBelle et al., 
2004). 
 Most juvenile offenders can be described as “adolescence-limited” offenders (Moffitt, 
1993, p. 676).  These juveniles engage in antisocial behavior during adolescence, but that 
behavior desists as the individual enters young adulthood.  In contrast, a small proportion of 
juvenile offenders are “life-course-persistent” (Moffitt, 1993, p. 676).  These juveniles start 
offending at a young age and their antisocial behavior continues into adulthood.  Moffitt posits 
that these two categories of offenders can be explained by two different theories of criminal 
behavior.  The key factors in distinguishing between the two categories are timing and duration 
of the course of antisocial conduct.  According to Moffitt, life-course-persistent offenders‟ 
antisocial behavior is characterized by its continuity and consistency across situations.  
Individuals in this category may begin hitting and biting at age 4 and engage in progressively 
more serious conduct as they get older, as the individual is presented with more opportunities for 
antisocial behavior.  They also tend to engage in antisocial behavior across situations such as 
work, school, and home.  Moffitt suggests that this pattern of antisocial behavior may be 
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predicted as early as infancy based on genetic predisposition and the environment in which the 
child is reared, as many of these individuals are reared in a less supportive environment with 
fewer resources than children who do not fall in this category.  Moffitt believes “that the 
juxtaposition of a vulnerable and difficult infant with an adverse rearing context initiates the risk 
for the life-course-persistent pattern of antisocial behavior” (p. 682).   
In contrast to life-course-persistent offenders, adolescence-limited offenders are 
associated with discontinuity (Moffitt, 1993).  These individual have no significant history of 
antisocial behavior during childhood and are unlikely to continue an antisocial pattern of 
behavior as adults.  Juveniles in this category may have periods during which they do not engage 
in antisocial behavior, they do not necessarily offend across situations, and their behavior 
generally depends on the available contingencies (Moffitt, 1993).  If antisocial behavior will 
achieve a desired reward, then they will engage in such behavior.  However, if prosocial behavior 
will achieve the desired reward, then they will engage in prosocial behavior.  According to 
Moffitt, adolescence-limited offending is the result of “social mimicry” (p. 686).  These 
adolescents may notice that life-course-persistent adolescents obtain rewards that cannot be 
received through prosocial behavior.  According to Moffitt, the desired reward is “mature status,” 
so they engage in behaviors that they perceive as adult behaviors (p. 686).  Moffitt stresses the 
need to assess delinquent juveniles across a variety of situations and using multiple collateral 
sources to identify the scope of the antisocial behavior in terms of both timing and duration.  If 
the two categories of offenders can reliably be distinguished, then a more severe punishment 
such as life without parole may be warranted.  While life-course-persistent offenders may not be 
subject to deterrence, life without parole would fulfill the retribution and incapacitation theories 
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of punishment. 
 Between 1962 and 1981, sentencing authorities rarely imposed life without parole on 
juveniles.  During that time, a total of 27 juveniles were sentenced to life without parole (AI & 
HRW, 2005).  However, the frequency with which the sentence was imposed began to increase 
through the 1980s.  In 1989, 50 juvenile offenders received the sentence; in 1996, 152 were 
sentenced to life without parole (AI & HRW, 2005).  The number of juveniles sentenced 
annually to life without parole began to decrease after 1996.  In 2003, for example, 54 juvenile 
offenders were sentenced to life without parole.  Consistent with this trend, the rate of juvenile 
homicides increased dramatically from approximately 1,200 victims in 1984 to approximately 
3,700 victims in 1994 (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).  Between 1984 and 2002, the homicide rate 
fell 65% to approximately 1,400 victims.  Despite this decrease, states are still sentencing 
children to life without parole at a rate that is nearly three times the rate from 15 years ago (AI & 
HRW, 2005).  In addition, there is evidence that states are tending to punish juveniles more 
severely.  For example, there were 2,234 defendants under the age of 18 convicted of murder in 
the United States in 1990 (AI& HRW, 2005).  Of those, 2.9 percent were sentenced to life 
without parole.  In contrast, the number of juveniles convicted of murder dropped to 1,006 in 
2000.  However, 9.1 percent of those cases resulted in a sentence of life without parole (AI & 
HRW, 2005). 
 There is evidence that the sentence of life without parole is not always applied equally to 
adults and juveniles.  Statistics indicate that “in eleven out of the seventeen years between 1985 
and 2001, youth convicted of murder in the United States were more likely to enter prison with a 
life without parole sentence than adult murder offenders” (AI & HRW, 2005, p. 2).  When death 
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sentences were included in the analysis, the results showed that “youths were more likely than 
adults to receive one of those two most punitive sentences” in four of those same seventeen 
years.  However, statistics indicate that in the 1980s, 25% of homicides involving a juvenile 
offender also involved an adult offender.  That rate increased to 31% in the 1990s and increased 
again to an average of 36% between 2000-2002 (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).   Juveniles were 
less likely to commit homicide offenses alone in 2002 than they were in any year since 1980.  
Amnesty International and the Human Rights Watch note that it appears that age has not served 
as a mitigating factor in sentencing juveniles convicted of murder in criminal court. 
 States tend to vary greatly from one another in the number of juvenile offenders serving 
life without parole sentences (AI & HRW, 2005).  Relevant laws in New Jersey, Utah, and 
Vermont each permit sentencing a child to life without parole; however, as of 2003, none of them 
had any juvenile offenders serving the sentence.  In addition, the Federal Bureau of Prisons 
reported to Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch that they had no juvenile offenders 
serving life without parole (2005).  However, Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch 
were able to identify at least one such individual, who contacted Amnesty International and 
Human Rights Watch in 2004. 
 The states that have the most juvenile offenders serving life without parole include 
Louisiana, Michigan, and Pennsylvania.  LaBelle, Phillips, and Horton (2004) compared the rate 
of juveniles convicted of homicide and the rate of sentencing to life without parole in Michigan 
to the rates in six other states.  They found that, between 1990 and 2001, 182 juveniles were 
sentenced to life without parole in Michigan, with an average rate of homicide of 3.0 and a rate 
of life without parole sentences of .60 per 100,000 youths.  In contrast, Florida sentenced 155 
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juveniles to life without parole, and had an average homicide rate of 2.26, with an average rate of 
life without parole sentences of .39 per 100,000 youths between 1992 and 2001.  In California, 
between 1990 and 2001, 166 juveniles received the sentence, with an average rate of homicide of 
3.7 and average rate of life without parole sentences of .16 per 100,000 youths.  At the same 
time, Illinois sentenced 69 juveniles to life without parole, with an average homicide rate of 4.5 
and an average rate of life without parole sentences of .19 per 100,000 juveniles.  Missouri 
sentenced 54 juveniles to the sentence and had a homicide rate of .9 and a life without parole rate 
of .33 per 100,000 juveniles.  South Carolina gave the sentence to 21 juveniles, with an average 
homicide rate of 6.8 and an average rate of life without parole of .24 per 100,000 youths.  Finally, 
Georgia sentenced 13 juveniles to life without parole, and had an average homicide rate of 2.7 
and an average rate of life without parole sentences of .05 per 100,000 youths.  LaBelle et al. 
concluded that the high number of juveniles serving life without parole in Michigan could not be 
due to a higher rate of homicide, since Michigan has the highest rate of life without parole 
relative to homicide rate.  According to Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch: 
The eight states with the highest rates of sentencing youth to life without parole all make 
the sentence mandatory upon conviction for certain crimes.  The five states with the 
lowest rates of sentencing youth to life without parole (other than those that do not 
impose the sentence on youth at all) make the sentence discretionary (p. 37). 
In states where judges have discretion in sentencing, the lower life without parole rates suggest 
that judges determine that sentencing juveniles to life without parole is not appropriate.  Table 1 
shows that life without parole is mandatory in the eight states with the highest rates of sentencing 
juveniles to the sentence. 
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Table 1 
Mandatory or Discretionary Life without Parole by State
5
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
State Mandatory 
LWOP 
Rate* of 
Youth 
LWOP 
 State Mandatory 
LWOP 
Rate* of 
Youth 
LWOP 
Louisiana Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP 
10.96  California Discretionary 0.92 
Michigan Mandatory 
LWOP 
5.29  Washington Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.66 
Pennsylvania Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or life 
sentence (no 
parole for life 
sentence) 
4.93  Hawaii Discretionary 0.61 
Iowa Mandatory 
LWOP 
3.82  Alabama Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.59 
Missouri Mandatory 
LWOP 
3.51  Connecticut Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.56 
Florida Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP 
3.33  Wisconsin Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.49 
Arkansas Mandatory 
LWOP 
2.92  Maryland Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.44 
Oklahoma Discretionary 2.32  New Hampshire Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.43 
Nebraska Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.96  Rhode Island Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.37 
                                                          
5
 Reprinted from AI & HRW, 2005, p. 36 
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Colorado Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.87  North Dakota Discretionary 0.24 
Massachusetts Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.85  Georgia Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP 
0.17 
South Dakota Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.80  Montana Discretionary 0.17 
Wyoming Discretionary 1.79  Tennessee Discretionary 0.13 
Delaware Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.63  Minnesota Mandatory 
LWOP 
0.07 
Nevada Discretionary 1.53  Indiana Discretionary 0.06 
Illinois Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.45  Ohio Discretionary 0.02 
Virginia Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP 
1.25  New Jersey Discretionary 0.00 
South 
Carolina 
Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP if 
prosecutor 
specifically 
requests 
either 
1.15  Utah Discretionary 0.00 
North 
Carolina 
Mandatory 
LWOP 
1.06  Vermont Discretionary 0.00 
Arizona Mandatory 
Death (16+) 
or LWOP 
1.03  Idaho Mandatory 
death (16+) 
or “fixed life 
sentence” 
No data 
Mississippi Discretionary 0.95     
 
 
Although opponents to life without parole for juveniles may argue that the sentence is 
inappropriate, it is possible that this argument could result in a slippery slope that would 
continually decrease the severity of juveniles‟ sentences.  For instance, if life without parole is 
not appropriate for juveniles because juveniles differ significantly from adults, then the same 
argument could be made as to why juveniles should not receive life with parole (LWP) or other 
lengthy sentences.  The argument could then be extended to sentences that treat juveniles as 
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adults in any way.  The result could be an argument that all juveniles should be treated in the 
juvenile system regardless of age, maturity, criminal history, and other relevant factors that are 
generally considered in sentencing.  In such a sentencing scheme, a 17-year-old convicted of 
homicide would be sentenced in the juvenile system and released at age 21 or 25, at the latest.  
Such a result appears to be contrary to the goals of public safety and incapacitation, especially 
when the juvenile offender has characteristics that suggest he or she may be a life-course-
offender. 
International Practices 
 Opponents of life without parole for juveniles in favor of a lesser sentence point to 
international practices to show that life without parole for juveniles should not be permitted (AI 
& HRW, 2005).  Internationally, children are recognized as vulnerable and treated with special 
care and protection.  International standards recognize that children are still developing 
physically, mentally, and emotionally and should therefore be treated differently than adults; at 
least 132 countries reject the sentence either by domestic law or practice (AI & HRW, 2005). 
 All countries in the world, except the United States and Somalia, have ratified the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC), which prohibits “life imprisonment without 
possibility of release ... for offences committed by persons below eighteen years of age” (CRC, 
art. 37(a)).  However, some countries allow courts to sentence juveniles to life sentences with the 
possibility of parole.  For instance, English law requires that all juveniles under age 18 who are 
convicted of murder be sentenced to “detention during Her Majesty‟s pleasure” (Powers of 
Criminal Courts (Sentencing) Act, 2000, section 90).  Such a sentence is effectively a life 
sentence for a juvenile offender (van Zyl Smit, 2002). 
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In addition to prohibiting life without the possibility of release, the CRC also requires that 
incarceration of a child be “used only as a measure of last resort and for the shortest appropriate 
period of time” (CRC, art. 37(b)).  The CRC states that when a child commits a crime, that child 
should be treated in a way that takes into account the child's age and the desirability of promoting 
the child's reintegration into and assuming a constructive role in society” (CRC, art. 40.1).  Some 
opponents argue that “imprisonment of a child should always be a measure of last resort, focused 
on the child‟s rehabilitation, and for the shortest suitable period of time” (AI &HRW, 2005, p. 3).   
 The U.S. Supreme Court has yet to set a minimum age at which juveniles can receive a 
sentence of life without parole.  Morrissey (1999) urged that “the time has come for the Supreme 
Court to take notice of the alarming statistics regarding juvenile offenders and establish a 
minimum age for life imprisonment” (p. 744). 
 According to Grisso (1996), the late 1990s saw an effort to make punishments for 
juveniles who murder as severe as those for adults convicted of murder.  However, Logan (1998) 
argued that “the unique characteristics of juveniles and the unusual severity of LWOP compel 
that special sensitivity attach to proportionality evaluations of juvenile LWOP sentences” (p. 
713).  This argument is rooted in the concern that juveniles who are sentenced to life without 
parole often do not benefit from proportionality review.  People often assume that juveniles who 
are transferred to criminal court and convicted are, due to their relative youth, treated more 
leniently with regard to sentencing than adults (Grisso, 1996).  Contrary to that belief, there is 
evidence that juveniles who commit serious offenses are convicted as often and sentenced as 
severely as adults in criminal court (Grisso, 1996). 
 Unlike the death penalty, life without parole is not exclusively reserved for the most 
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serious offenses (homicides).   Approximately 93 percent of juveniles who receive a sentence of 
life without parole were involved in a homicide (AI & HRW, 2005).  Although data are 
apparently not available to determine what percentage of those juveniles serving life without 
parole were convicted for felony murder, 7 percent of juveniles serving life without parole were 
convicted of non-homicide crimes, such as other violent crimes (3.7%), sex crimes (1.4%), 
kidnapping (1.3%), and property crimes (0.7%) (AI & HRW, 2005).   
 Some have argued that the history of the felony murder rule and the common law infancy 
defense suggest that the felony murder rule was never intended to apply to those younger than 
age 14 (Drizin & Keegan, 2004).  They point out that juveniles, especially those younger than 15, 
make decisions differently than their adult counterparts, and are more susceptible to peer 
influence, impulsive, and less future oriented (Steinberg & Cauffman, 1999).  Opponents to life 
without parole for juveniles depend on this evidence in arguing that there should be an absolute 
ban on sentencing juveniles convicted of felony murder to life without parole.  Drizin and 
Keegan argue that “[s]uch draconian sentences should be reserved for the most culpable of 
offenders, and both the youth of juvenile defendants and the fact that they committed „felony-
murder‟ should exempt them from this class of offenders” (p. 541).  They contend that if a lower 
level of intent is used to convict, then that should be reflected in a less severe sentence.  They 
also assert that applying the felony murder rule to juveniles approaches cruel and unusual 
punishment because there is a lesser relationship between culpability and punishment.  By its 
nature, the felony murder rule allows society to punish a defendant for a crime he did not intend 
to commit and for results he did not intend.  Further, when applied to juveniles, the felony 
murder rule ignores the interplay between relative youth, culpability, and punishment (Drizin & 
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Keegan, 2004). 
Empirical Literature 
Psychological Literature 
 Some research has suggested that juveniles are more susceptible to peer pressure than are 
adults (Steinberg & Scott, 2003).  If accurate, this may imply that because of their immaturity 
and poorer judgment, juveniles should not be held to the same level of culpability as adults 
(Kalbeitzer & Goldstein, 2006).  More limited cognitive abilities may further restrict these 
juveniles from making reasonable decisions and understanding the consequences of their 
behavior.  In their research on decision-making abilities, Scott, Reppucci, and Woolard (1995) 
indicated that when faced with choices relevant to legal decisions, a variety of developmental 
influences may cause adolescents to use and process information differently and less effectively 
than adults.  Specifically, Scott et al. noted that conformity and compliance in relationships with 
peers and parents, attitudes toward and perception of risk, and temporal perspective may 
differentiate adolescents from adults in certain contexts.  They suggested that adolescents tend to 
measure their behavior by comparing themselves to their peers.  They also tend to conform their 
behavior to match their peers‟ behavior.  Scott et al. indicated that adolescents may be 
susceptible to peer influence and pressure when making decisions in some contexts, while in 
other contexts, adolescents‟ decision making may be motivated by desire for peer approval 
without any express coercion.  In addition to conformity and compliance, Scott et al. noted that 
juveniles and young adults engage in riskier behavior than older adults.  They suggested that 
adolescents may make different decisions with regard to risky behavior based on their 
perceptions of the probability of the risk and their cost-benefit analysis of the outcome.  
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Adolescents tend to be less averse to risks and perceive them as less risky than do adults, and 
their cost-benefit analyses indicate that adolescents may have different subjective values than 
adults.  Finally, Scott et al. note that adolescents tend to discount the future more than adults and 
consider short term more than long term consequences of their behavior.  For example, when 
deciding whether to commit a criminal act, a short term consequence such as being popular in 
school may be more important to an adolescent than a longer term consequences such as having 
to note a criminal conviction on a job application 15 years later. 
 According to Scott et al. (1995), competency in one area does not necessarily generalize 
to all areas.  Examples of adolescent competence to make decisions include arguments to the 
Supreme Court urging them to grant adolescents the right to make their own decisions regarding 
abortion (Hartigan v. Zbaraz, A.P.A. amicus brief, 1985; Hodgson v. Minnesota, A.P.A. amicus 
brief, 1987).  In those briefs, the American Psychological Association argued that the research on 
cognitive, social, and moral development indicated that most adolescents, especially older 
adolescents, are competent to make informed decisions about abortion.  Such an argument is 
seemingly inconsistent with the assertion that juveniles should not be subject to a life without 
parole sentence because of their diminished decision-making abilities and immature judgment 
(Roper v. Simmons, A.P.A. amicus brief, 2004).  However, the two arguments are based on 
different scientific literature.  The Supreme Court in Roper (2005) stated that they are “ill 
equipped to determine which view of science is the right one” (p. 618).  Nonetheless, the Court 
determined that juveniles are more immature, irresponsible, and reckless, more susceptible to 
external influence, and that their personalities were more transitory than adults (Roper, 2005). It 
appears that either the Court has indirectly determined that the more recent literature presented in 
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Roper is more persuasive than the research underlying arguments in the abortion cases in the late 
1980s, or there is support for Scott et al.‟s contention that competence to make a decision does 
not generalize to all contexts. 
 According to Steinberg and Scott (2003), unless there is an affirmative policy to consider 
youthful immaturity as a mitigating factor in assigning blame, it will only be considered in 
sympathetic cases or when other, perhaps irrelevant factors are present.  Irrelevant factors, 
including a younger physical appearance, may lead a jury to assign less blame to the defendant.  
While this argument supports a general policy of youthful immaturity as a mitigating factor, it 
does not rule out consideration of other relevant factors, such as history of antisocial behavior or 
criminal history.  Such factors are relevant in assessing patterns of behavior and may be helpful 
in determining whether a specific juvenile offender‟s behavior is adolescence-limited or life-
course-persistent, as described by Moffitt (1993). 
 Some sociological research suggests that the option of life without parole leads juries to 
avoid imposing the death penalty and some research suggests that jurors respond in a punitive 
manner when there is a possibility that a defendant will be released on parole (“A Matter of Life 
and Death,” 2006).  For instance, one study found that potential capital jurors believed that a 
defendant sentenced to life in prison would be eligible for release on parole after 10 years.  
Participants also indicated that they would ignore a judge‟s instructions not to consider the 
possibility of parole in their decision to sentence a person convicted of capital murder (Hood, 
1989).
6
 
                                                          
6
 Hood cited the results of an unpublished study by National Legal Research Group, Inc., Jury Research and Trial 
Simulation Services entitled Report on Jurors' Attitudes Concerning the Death Penalty (Dec. 6, 1988). 
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 Whitehead, Blankenship, and Wright (1999) sought to compare the opinions of 
prosecutors, public defenders, state legislators, and the general public toward the death penalty.  
They surmised that legislators, governors, prosecutors, and judges may have different views of 
the death penalty than the general public.  Specifically, they hypothesized that public defenders 
would oppose the death penalty more than prosecutors, legislators, or the general public.  The 
researchers used the results from a 1996 questionnaire that was sent to each chief prosecutor, 
chief public defender, and state legislator in a southern state and a 1997 questionnaire that was 
sent to approximately one thousand households in the same southern state.  For the former group, 
referred to as “elites,” the researchers looked at job title, seniority, gender, race, political 
affiliation, and political ideology.  For the general public, the researchers looked at gender, race, 
marital status, and political ideology.  Their results showed that legislators, prosecutors, and the 
general public were all similar in their level of support for the death penalty.  However, all three 
groups‟ support for the death penalty decreased appreciably when participants were given the 
alternative of life without parole.  In contrast, defenders tended to oppose the death penalty more 
than legislators, prosecutors, and the general public.  Specifically, 79 percent of the public 
defenders opposed the death penalty, while 75 percent of the public supported it.  The majority of 
public defenders surveyed preferred the option of life without parole, while only 18 percent of 
the public directly supported life without parole.  In light of these results, Whitehead et al. 
surmised that the similarity between the public‟s, legislators‟ and prosecutors‟ opinions on 
capital punishment implies that some legislators could oppose the death penalty without fearing a 
negative voter reaction.  They also determined that both the “elites” and the public may be open 
to arguments about potential racial bias and effectiveness of deterrence with regard to the death 
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penalty.  To date, there are no studies that compare legal versus public opinions of juvenile life 
without parole. 
 Fried and Reppucci (2001) showed a video vignette of the movie “Sleepers” to juveniles 
who had either a history of contact with the juvenile justice system or were currently involved in 
the system.  The video clip showed four boys making a series of decisions leading up to a plan to 
steal hot dogs from a vender, and resulting in one man‟s death.  The juveniles were asked to 
imagine themselves in the depicted situation and were then given the Criminal Decision Making 
Questionnaire (CDMQ).  The results showed a U-shaped function, with the older (19-year-old) 
and younger (12-year-old) participants demonstrating more mature levels of development than 
those in between.  Fried and Reppucci offered two explanations for this phenomenon.  The first, 
based on prior research, was that the younger participants lacked fully developed maturity levels 
on some psychosocial factors, but were imitating their parents and other adult role models.  The 
second was that the participants in the middle of the age range go through a stage where they 
endorse less mature responses on some psychosocial measures.  These measures include 
temporal perspective and resistance to peer influence.  In general, minority youths tended to 
believe that the offense in the video was not as serious and that the boys were less responsible 
than their non-minority counterparts.  Participant age was also related to perceived culpability.  
Younger participants tended to believe that they would be punished more harshly in an adult 
criminal court and that they should be transferred to adult criminal court for the crime depicted.  
Overall, the results suggest some possible developmental differences both in factors that may 
influence decision-making and the utilization of judgment in criminal situations.  Based on these 
results, Fried and Reppucci posited that juveniles‟ more poorly-developed decision-making skills 
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is inconsistent with having a juvenile justice system that treats juveniles like adults, with equal 
levels of culpability and responsibility.  They also suggested that if poorer judgment and 
decision-making are characteristic of 15- and 16-year-old juveniles, and if judgment and 
decision-making improve in later adolescence, then policy makers “should be wary of policies 
that require long sentences for adolescent offenders” (Fried & Reppucci, p. 59). 
 Vogel and Vogel (2003) polled adults in Orange County, California regarding their 
opinions on the death penalty and life without parole for juvenile offenders.  They found that 
those who supported the death penalty were tended to be white, wealthier, and religiously and 
politically conservative.  They also reported that support for the death penalty decreased when 
respondents were presented with a sentencing alternative such as life without parole.  In addition, 
they found that those who opposed the death penalty for juveniles were less supportive of the 
alternative of life without parole than those who were opposed the death penalty for adults.  They 
hypothesized that those individuals believed that life without parole was also too harsh a 
punishment for juvenile offenders.  They were not presented with any options other than the 
death penalty and life without parole.  The investigators warned that policy makers should not 
focus entirely on the public‟s desire for more punitive dispositions without considering the 
public‟s support for less harsh alternatives. 
Public Opinion 
 Law and policy decisions are often influenced by perceived public opinions.  Grisso 
(1996) posits that law and public policy makers would benefit from more accurate information 
about what the public believes about juveniles.  Specifically, they would benefit from better 
knowledge of the public‟s opinion of adolescents‟ development, capacities, culpability, 
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dangerousness, and amenability to treatment.  Studies evaluating public opinion of the juvenile 
death penalty are rare, and those evaluating public opinion of life without parole for juveniles are 
virtually nonexistent.  
 In January 1985, in their death penalty questionnaires, the Gallup Poll began offering the 
alternative of life without parole (Vogel & Vogel, 2003).  Results have shown that adding life 
without parole as an alternative to the death penalty decreases support for the death penalty.  In 
1989, Zeisel and Gallup found that support for the death penalty decreased from 71 percent to 52 
percent when participants were presented with the option of life without parole.  Likewise, a 
1999 Gallup poll found that support for the death penalty decreased from 71 percent to 56 
percent when participants were offered the option of life without parole (Moon et al., 2000).  In 
addition, some studies have found that support for the death penalty decreases even more when 
participants are offered the option of life without parole plus work and restitution. 
 Samuel and Moulds (1986) conducted a study to determine the effects of crime severity 
on public perceptions of fair punishment.  They administered a telephone survey to a random 
sample of adult households in California.  The participants were asked about their age, race, sex, 
occupation, education, religious preference, political party affiliation, political ideology, and 
marital status.  In addition, information was collected on the number of people in each 
participants‟ household, whether the participants owned or rented their homes, and whether the 
participants voted in the November 1980 and 1982 general elections.  The survey presented 
participants with brief descriptions of six different crimes varying in severity.  Following the 
description of each crime, the participants were asked whether they thought the perpetrator in the 
description should be fined, released on probation, or put in prison.  If the participant indicated 
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that the perpetrator should serve time in prison, the participant was then asked whether the 
perpetrator should serve less than one year, one to five years, six to ten years, more than ten 
years, or life without parole.  Participants tended to agree on what constitutes fair punishment, 
regardless of an individual‟s demographic and political characteristics.  However, some 
demographic variables had an impact on perception of severity.  For instance, white participants 
perceived all of the crimes as more severe than did other races.  In addition, older participants 
rated theft more severe than did younger participants.  Participants with lower income, education, 
and occupational status perceived offenses resulting in serious injury as less severe than other 
participants.  Finally, participants who had been a victim of crime in the past viewed all of the 
offenses as more severe than those who had never been victimized.  The results of this survey 
suggested that the California penal code reflects the public‟s views regarding crime severity and 
fair punishment; in cases in which the participants recommended sentences that did not agree 
with the penal code, the participants‟ recommendations were less punitive than the prescribed 
punishment in the penal code.  The researchers noted that this finding should help relieve fears 
that the public is “unreasonably harsh in its desire for retribution against offenders” (Samuel and 
Moulds, p. 946). 
 Bohm, Flanagan, and Harris (1990) analyzed data collected earlier from a telephone 
survey of citizens in New York State; the data had been collected by Patrick H. Caddell 
Enterprises for Amnesty International.  They initially found that 72 percent of the participants 
supported the death penalty.  Of those 72 percent, 51 strongly favored it and 21 percent 
somewhat favored it.  Based on the questions in the survey, they found that when life without 
parole plus work and restitution was offered as an option, participants‟ support for the death 
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penalty decreased from 72 to 32 percent.  Also based on the survey, Bohm et al. found that 54 
percent of the participants indicated that they would support a sentence of life with the possibility 
of parole after 25 years plus work and restitution.  Bohm et al. concluded that “New Yorkers 
favor life imprisonment with no possibility of parole over life imprisonment with the possibility 
of parole after twenty-five years” (p. 831). 
While there are a number of studies regarding public opinion of the death penalty and 
alternatives for adults (Bohm et al., 1990; Bohm & Vogel, 2004; McGarrell & Sandys, 1996; 
Whitehead et al., 1999; Zeisel & Gallup, 1989), relatively few have investigated the effects of 
various alternative sentencing options on public opinion of the death penalty for juveniles.  
Robinson and Darley (1995) collected data on subjects‟ willingness to excuse a person‟s 
behavior because of that person‟s chronological age.  They presented participants with a three 
scenarios describing a person who engages in criminal conduct.  The authors varied only the age 
of the defendant in each scenario; the defendant was 10-, 14-, or 18-years-old.    The results 
suggested that participants viewed the 10-year-old defendant somewhat aware of the 
wrongfulness of his actions, but less aware of the wrongfulness of his behavior and the likeliness 
of the consequences than the 14- or 18-year-old defendants.  Likewise, the younger the offender, 
the more participants recommended an alternative, non-prison form of consequence.  
Approximately 50 percent of the participants recommended an alternative sentence for the 10-
year-old offender.  However, participants who recommended criminal incarceration rather than 
alternative treatment did not reduce the duration of the sentence based on age (Robinson & 
Darley, 1995).   
Moon, Wright, Cullen, and Pealer (2000) collected data on public support for the juvenile 
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death penalty in 1998.  They asked participants four questions to gauge their support of the death 
penalty and other sentencing alternatives for juveniles of various ages.  The researchers 
investigated the relationship between support for the juvenile death penalty and participant 
characteristics such as gender, race, age, education, income, religion, and political views (rated 
on a six-point scale from very liberal to very conservative).  They found that participants who 
were male, younger, less highly educated, more politically conservative, and wealthier tended to 
support the death penalty more than other participants.  The strongest predictors of support were 
age (younger) and gender (male).  With regard to their specific questions, their results indicated 
that when presented with sentencing alternatives, “a clear majority did not favor capital 
punishment for juveniles” (Moon et al., p. 680).  When asked only about the death penalty, 53.5 
percent of the participants indicated that they either strongly or somewhat supported sentencing 
juveniles to death.  However, when alternative sentencing options were offered, support for the 
death penalty decreased.  The results showed that 64 percent of participants preferred a life 
without parole sentence over the death penalty.  Further, 80 percent of the participants preferred 
life without parole plus work and restitution.  According to Moon et al., these results suggested 
that the utility of the sanction may be important.  Although the authors did not indicate whether 
the decrease in support was statistically significant, they noted that the results were similar for 
juveniles and adults: “support for the death penalty decreases substantially when respondents are 
offered alternatives to the death penalty” (p. 677).  They also noted that life without parole plus 
work and restitution achieves two goals; it keeps offenders out of society and serves a restorative 
function (Moon et al., 2000).  This option ensures that the victims‟ families are compensated for 
their loss and that they are not forgotten.  The compensation comes from the offender rather than 
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the state.  The public appears to believe that this option is more beneficial than ending a child‟s 
life (Moon et al., 2000).  Moon et al. also warn that public support for the death penalty may be 
overestimated.  Such an overestimation could have important consequences, as this sort of 
estimate is often the basis for “get-tough policies” that “are justified as reflecting „what the 
public wants‟” (Moon et al., p. 679). 
 In a 1994 survey, Stalans and Henry found that a majority of citizens supported automatic 
transfer for juveniles repeat offenders.  However, they did not support automatic transfer for 
juveniles who killed their abusive parents.  While automatic transfer laws and mandatory 
sentencing schemes do not provide this distinction, this research suggests that the public 
distinguishes between juvenile offenders on the basis of their culpability.   
 Crosby, Britner, Jodl, and Portwood (1995) conducted a study to investigate the public‟s 
opinion of the death penalty for juveniles.  They surveyed former jurors who had recently 
completed jury duty.  The survey included a vignette that described a defendant who had been 
found guilty of murdering a store clerk during the commission of a robbery.  The facts in the 
vignette were almost identical to the facts of Wilkins v. Missouri (1989), a particularly heinous 
case.  The researchers varied the age of the defendant (10, 15, 16, or 19 years old) and the 
defendant‟s level of remorse (present or not).  Participants were asked to decide whether they 
would vote for or against the death penalty for the defendant.  They were then asked to rate their 
confidence in their decision on a 7-point scale (1 = very committed, 7 = no commitment at all).  
Finally, they were asked to indicate the youngest age at which they would consider the death 
penalty, if they would consider it at all.  Crosby et al. collected data regarding age, sex, racial or 
ethnic background, marital status, religion and religiosity, education, and the ages and genders of 
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their children.  They noted that the heinousness of the offense described in the survey may have 
resulted in more frequent endorsement of the death penalty, as 87.23 percent of participants 
would have sentenced the 15, 16, and 19-year-old defendants to death.  A total of 60.5 percent of 
the participants indicated that they would even have voted for a death sentence for the 10-year-
old defendant.  While the defendant‟s culpability predicted participants‟ choice of sentence, the 
defendant‟s level of remorse did not.  The authors attributed this result to the fact that all of the 
participants rated the defendant as not remorseful.  This study did not include alternative 
sentencing options.  Given that the facts of the vignette were particularly heinous and the 
participants were not given alternatives to the death penalty, this study may overestimate the 
level of public support for such severe penalties for juveniles. 
 The most recent study on public opinion of juvenile death penalty surveyed 
undergraduate college students and found that the age of the defendant did not affect participants‟ 
decision of whether sentence the defendant to life without parole or the death penalty (Kalbeitzer 
& Goldstein, 2006).  That study also found that participants were more comfortable with their 
decision to sentence to death rather than life without parole.  Like other studies, they found 
significant relationships between sentence type and participants‟ political views, general opinion 
of the death penalty, and opinion of the death penalty for juveniles.  Specifically, participants 
who were politically conservative, support the death penalty in general, and support the death 
penalty for juveniles tended to choose the death penalty option.  However, research analyzing 
public opinion of the death penalty for adults has also found that participants who are white, 
male, married, politically conservative, and wealthy favored the death penalty more than other 
participants (Lowenstein, 1988).  The sample used in this study was relatively homogenous with 
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regard to marital status (98% single).  Some variability existed with regard to race and 
socioeconomic status, but the sample was not representative of the general population, which 
may have resulted in the lack of differences between these groups.  Kalbeitzer and Goldstein 
surmised that perhaps the public does not view juvenile defendants differently than adult 
defendants.  However, they noted that a majority of their participants preferred a sentence of life 
without parole over a death sentence.  This suggests that when given only those two choices, 
many would prefer the former sentence.  This study did not evaluate heinousness of the crime, 
which the authors suggested may moderate the relationship between defendant age and sentence 
type. 
 
2.  Current Study 
2.1  Rationale 
 The current study seeks to assess current public opinion of life without parole sentences 
for juvenile offenders based on a sub-set of the general population and a younger sample of legal 
professionals.  Since the Supreme Court decided Roper v. Simmons (2005), the class of juvenile 
offenders subject to a sentence of life without parole has expanded.  However, Roper‟s 
conceptual importance is much broader than its practical implications.  As life without parole 
affects many more defendants than capital punishment, the practical significance of the public‟s 
opinion of life without parole extends to a greater number of cases.  As of August 2005, 79 
juvenile offenders were on death row throughout the United States (International Justice Project, 
2005).  Between 1976 and August 2005, 22 juvenile offenders were actually executed.  In 
contrast, as of 2003, juveniles were being sentenced to life without parole at a rate of 54 per year.  
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As of 2004, there were at least 2,225 juvenile offenders serving a sentence of life without parole 
in the United States (AI & HRW, 2005).   
 Roper relied on the proposition that juveniles are different from adults in their 
development, culpability, and responsibility.  Even though there were relatively few juveniles 
whose sentences were commuted after Roper, the central theme of the difference between 
juveniles and adults has potential implications for thousands of juveniles who have committed 
serious offenses.  The juveniles who might have received a death sentence are only a subset of 
those affected.  The number of juveniles now receiving life without parole is much larger than 
that of “death eligible” adolescent defendants. 
 There are three main justifications for conducting this study now.  First, the recent 
developments in case law, particularly Roper v. Simmons (2005) and the inconsistent opinions of 
the high courts of different states regarding life without parole, indicate that there is no consensus 
on the appropriateness or proportionality of such a sentence for juvenile offenders.  Second, the 
legislative actions in various jurisdictions to limit the application of life without parole for 
juveniles, and the comments from judges in cases involving a mandatory sentence (e.g.., LaBelle, 
Phillips, & Horton, 2004; Sentencing Opinion for Nathaniel Abraham, 2000),  indicate that there 
may be some opposition in both legislative and judicial branches of the government.  Finally, the 
lack of empirical literature evaluating life without parole alone underscores the reality that 
legislators and judges have no empirical evidence regarding public opinion on life without 
parole.  All existing research that includes the option of life without parole does so as a lesser 
alternative to the death penalty.  Now that the death penalty is no longer available for juveniles, it 
is important to assess public views on the life without parole sentencing option outside the 
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context of “alternative to the death penalty,” which it has occupied until recently. 
2.2   Hypotheses 
1. Age and severity of sentence are positively related. 
a. Participants will endorse a sentence for the younger defendant (age 13) that is less 
severe than the sentence for the older defendant (age 16). 
2. Perceived level of culpability is positively related to severity of sentence. 
a. Participants who perceive the defendant as having a low level of culpability will 
endorse a sentence that is less severe than their sentence for a defendant with a 
high level of culpability. 
3. Offense severity is positively related to severity of sentence. 
a. Participants will endorse a sentence for the defendant convicted of a non-
homicide offense that is less severe than the sentence endorsed for the defendant 
who is convicted of a homicide offense. 
4. Participants‟ level of education and severity of sentence are negatively related. 
a. Participants enrolled in law school will endorse a sentence for the defendant that is less 
severe than the sentence endorsed by the undergraduate participants. 
5. Demographic characteristics of the participant (age, gender, race, socioeconomic status, 
marital status, political views, religious beliefs, and general beliefs about life without parole) will 
be related to the type of sentence imposed. 
3.    Method 
3.1   Participants 
 A sample of 170 undergraduate students enrolled in psychology courses at Drexel 
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University in the spring term of 2007 were recruited to participate in this study.  In addition, 189 
law students enrolled at Villanova University School of Law in the spring semester of 2007 were 
recruited to participate in this study.  All participation was voluntary and all students enrolled in 
the classes had an equal chance to participate.  Inclusion criteria included fluency in English, as 
all measures were only presented in English, and age of at least 18 years.   
Overall, 174 (48.5%) participants were male, 182 (50.7%) were female, and 3 (.8%) did 
not indicate their gender.  Ages of the participants ranged between 18 and 36 years old (M = 
22.60, SD = 2.90).  The ethnic breakdown of the participants consisted of 7.8% African 
American/Black (n = 28), 70.8% Caucasian (n = 254), 12.0% Asian American (n = 43), 3.3% 
Hispanic/Latino (n = 12), 3.3% Biracial/Multiracial (n = 12), and 1.9% Other (n = 7).  Three 
participants (0.8%) did not indicate their ethnic background.  On a scale of 1-5, with 1 = very 
liberal and 5 = very conservative, the mean for participants‟ political views was 2.74 (SD = .95).  
On a comparable 1-5 scale, with 1 = not strong and 5 = very strong, the mean for strength of 
religious beliefs was 3.07 (SD = 1.34). 
 For the law student sample (n = 189), 99 (52.4%) participants were male, 88 (46.6%) 
were female, and 2 (1.1%) did not indicate their gender.  Ages of the participants ranged between 
22 to 35 years old (M = 24.51, SD = 2.09).  The ethnic breakdown of the participants consisted 
of 6.9% African American/Black (n = 13), 77.2% Caucasian (n = 146), 5.3% Asian American (n 
= 10), 4.8% Hispanic/Latino (n = 9), 2.6% Biracial/Multiracial (n = 5), and 2.1% Other (n = 4).  
Two participants (1.1%) did not indicate their ethnic background.  The sample included 51.3% 
first year students (n = 97), 39.7% second year students (n = 75), and 8.5% third year students (n 
= 16).  One participant (.5%) did not indicate a year in school (see Table 2).  The mean for 
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participants‟ political views was 2.80 (SD = .98, range = very liberal to very conservative) and 
the mean for strength of religious beliefs was 3.14 (SD = 1.28, range = not strong to very strong). 
 For the undergraduate sample (n = 170), 75 (44.1%) participants were male, 94 (55.3%) 
were female, and 1 (.6%) did not indicate gender.  Ages of the participants ranged between 18 to 
36 years old (M = 20.48, SD = 2.07).  The ethnic breakdown of the participants consisted of 
8.8% African American/Black (n = 15), 63.5% Caucasian (n = 108), 19.4% Asian American (n = 
33), 1.8% Hispanic/Latino (n = 3), 4.1% Biracial/Multiracial (n = 7), and 1.8% Other (n = 3).  
One participant (.6%) did not indicate his or her ethnic background.  The sample included 23.5% 
freshmen (n = 40), 24.1% sophomores (n = 41), 12.9% pre-juniors (n = 22), 18.2% juniors (n = 
31), and 20% seniors (n = 34).  Two participants (1.2%) did not indicate their year in school (see 
Table 2). The mean for participants‟ political views was 2.67 (SD = .90, range = very liberal to 
very conservative) and the mean for strength of religious beliefs was 2.98 (SD = 1.41, range = 
not strong to very strong).  
 Undergraduate students were chosen as a sample representing the general public, 
although as a group they are younger and somewhat better educated than the general public in the 
United States.  Law students were chosen as a sample of future lawyers, judges, legislators, and 
other policy-makers.  They presumably have more knowledge about case law and legislation 
regarding sentencing issues, and may have a more informed basis for their opinions regarding 
juvenile sentencing and punishment.  By comparing law students to general undergraduate 
students, I hoped to determine whether these respective groups differ in their opinions of the 
appropriateness of life without parole for juveniles. 
 A power analysis revealed that for a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVA (all between-subjects factors), 
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with an alpha of .05, a medium effect size (f = .25) for all main effects and interactions, 359 
participants yielded a power of 1.00 for the corrected model.  This indicates that it is very likely 
that a result was detected if it existed.
7
   
3.2   Design 
 This study used a 2 (defendant age: 13 or 16) x 2 (culpability: low or high) x 2 (type of 
crime: homicide or non-homicide) x 2 (participant level of education: law school v. 
undergraduate) between-subjects design.  Defendant age, culpability, and type of crime are true 
experimental variables.  Participant level of education is a quasi-experimental variable.  The 
dependent variable was type of sentence imposed on the defendant (life without parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence).  Participants were asked to rate, on a five-point 
scale, how likely they would be to sentence the defendant to each of the sentences.  For the 
primary analysis, the dependent variable was measured as the difference between those ratings 
for the life without parole and life with parole options.  I converted the preference score for the 
life without parole option from a scale of 1-5 to a scale of 6-10.
8
  I then calculated the difference 
between the preference scores for life without parole and life with parole.  This resulted in a 9-
point scale, where a score of 5 indicated no preference for one sentence over the other, a score of 
1-4 indicated a preference for life with parole, and a score of 6-9 indicated a preference for life 
without parole.  (For example, a participant rating a strong desire for a sentence of life without 
parole, a “5,” and a mid-level desire for a sentence of life with parole, a “3,” would be assigned a 
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 This power value was the observed power reported in the SPSS output.  The power was also determined according 
to the power tables in Cohen (1988), which indicated a power greater than .995. 
 
8
 The scores were converted to avoid obtaining negative values when the preference scores for LWP were subtracted 
from the preference scores for LWOP. 
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single difference score by translating the rating of 5 to a 10 and then subtracting the 3, for a 
difference score of 7).  The blended sentence option was compared to each of the life sentence 
options in planned comparisons.  These comparisons were conducted using the same method of 
comparison just described for the primary analysis.  To compare the blended sentence option to 
the life without parole option, the outcome variable was the difference between the converted life 
without parole score (on a scale from 6-10) and the blended sentence score.  To compare the 
blended sentence option to the life with the possibility of parole option, I converted the life with 
the possibility of parole sentence scores to a scale of 6-10 and then computed the difference 
between those scores and the scores for the blended sentence scores.  Blended sentencing was 
considered in secondary analyses only because it is not available in 35 states (Snyder & 
Sickmund, 2006).  Participants were then asked to rank each of the sentences to ensure that the 
sentence they rate as their most likely choice would ultimately be their choice.  They were asked 
to give their highest preference a “1,” their second highest preference a “2,” and their lowest 
preference a “3.” 
 The ages of 13 and 16 for the defendants in the vignettes were chosen because 13 is 
reportedly the youngest age at the time of the offense for those currently serving life without 
parole, and 16 is the average age at the time of the offense for this sentence (AI & HRW, 2005).  
Culpability was included as a variable because life without parole is applied to a wide range of 
offenses.  Culpability was varied to help determine whether participants discriminate between 
principal and peripheral actors in a crime.  Finally, type of crime was varied to help determine 
whether participants discriminate between homicide and non-homicide offenses in terms of 
severity of punishment. 
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 The dependent variable, sentence type, had three levels: life without parole, life with the 
possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  Life without parole was presented as the most severe 
sentence because the death penalty is no longer available for juvenile offenders.  Life with parole 
was presented as the second most severe sentence, as the juvenile will presumably serve a long 
sentence.  A blended sentence was presented as the least severe sentence because it allows the 
judge to expand juvenile jurisdiction and sentence a juvenile offender to both a juvenile sentence 
and an adult (criminal) sentence, with the option of suspending the adult sentence on certain 
conditions. 
3.3    Materials 
 All participants were read a brief announcement describing the study and the procedures 
involved (Appendix A and Appendix B).  Each participant was then given a packet of materials 
that include a brief demographic questionnaire asking about participants‟ age, year in school, 
gender, race, socioeconomic level, marital status, parental status, political ideology and 
affiliation, and religious affiliation and religiosity (Appendix C, Appendix D, and Appendix E)
9
.  
The packet also included one of eight vignettes, varying by defendant age (13 versus 16), level of 
culpability (low versus high), and type of crime (non-homicide versus homicide), based on the 
circumstances described in Wilkins v. Missouri (1989), as well as a questionnaire pertaining to 
the content of the vignette (Appendices F through M). 
 The Wilkins case was chosen for four reasons.  First, it was the basis for the Court‟s 
decision to set the minimum age for the death penalty (Wilkins v. Missouri, 1989).  Second, past 
research has used this case as a basis for vignettes because it is particularly heinous (see, Crosby 
                                                          
9
 The first part of the survey is based on the demographic survey used in Kalbeitzer, R. A. & Goldstein, N. E. (2006). 
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et al., 1995; Kalbeitzer, 2006).  Although the facts were modified for the low culpability 
homicide and the non-homicide conditions in this study, the circumstances of the case easily 
allowed this modification.  Because life without parole is not reserved for the most heinous 
crimes, a wider range of crimes is necessary to determine how participants determine the offenses 
for which they perceive it to be appropriate.  Third, the facts of this case involve few 
confounding factors that might account for some of the variability in sentencing choices.  For 
instance, the victim in this case was a stranger.  Therefore, any possible relationship between the 
defendant and the victim should not interfere with the sentencing decision (Kalbeitzer, 2006).  
Finally, although the Supreme Court based its decision to abolish the juvenile death penalty on 
the facts in Roper v. Simmons, those facts might have been familiar to law students, and thereby 
influenced their sentencing decisions. 
3.4    Procedures 
 Prior to beginning the main study, a pilot study was conducted to determine whether 
participants differentiate between the high and low culpability conditions (see Appendix N).  The 
pilot study was administered to 80 Villanova Law students.  Those participants viewed one of the 
vignettes and were asked to rate the culpability of the defendant. 
For the main study, the investigator obtained permission to administer the materials 
during the first or last five to ten minutes of classes at Drexel and Villanova, respectively.  The 
investigator announced that the purpose of the study was to assess the public‟s opinion of life 
without parole for juvenile offenders, and participation was completely voluntary.  Those who 
agreed to participate were instructed to complete the materials in the order that they were 
presented in the packet.  Consent was waived because it would constitute the only link to identify 
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participant responses.  Participants were given the option of completing the materials 
immediately or returning them through the mail within one week.
10
  
 Participants were always presented with the materials in the same order.  They were 
presented with the first part of the demographic survey, which asked participants for their age, 
year in college or law school, gender, race, socioeconomic status, marital status, and parental 
status.  Next, they were presented with one of the eight randomly chosen vignettes, followed by a 
brief questionnaire based on the vignette in which participants were informed of the definition of 
each sentence
11
 and asked the likelihood that they would vote for each of the sentencing options 
(life without parole, life with parole, or a blended sentence, respectively) on a scale of 1 
(extremely unlikely) to 5 (extremely likely) and then were asked to rank the options in order of 
their preference.  Finally, they were presented with the second part of the demographic survey in 
which participants indicated their political views on a scale from 1 (very liberal) to 5 (very 
conservative), their political party affiliation, the strength of their religious beliefs from 1 (not 
strong) to 5 (extremely strong), their religious affiliation, and their opinion of life without parole 
for juveniles who commit serious crimes from 1 (oppose in all cases) to 5 (support in all cases).  
                                                          
10
 Approximately three participants submitted surveys through intracampus mail.  It is possible that participants who 
opt to complete the survey outside of class and return it through intracampus mail differ substantially from those who 
completed the survey during their respective classes.  In addition, there is no guarantee that those who returned the 
surveys via mail completed the surveys themselves or independently.  Therefore, there is no guarantee that those 
surveys were completed by participants who were over age 18 or fluent in English.  Although the surveys should 
have been kept separate from the surveys completed in classes to determine whether any systematic differences 
existed, they were not separated in this way.  Since the surveys have no identifying information, there is no way to 
determine which surveys came through the mail and which were completed in class.  However, it is unlikely that 
three surveys would have made much of a difference in the results, even if there were systematic differences between 
the mailed surveys and those completed in classes. 
11
 Participants were instructed that life without parole means that the defendant will never be eligible for parole, life 
with parole means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which he will be eligible for parole, and a 
blended sentence means that the defendant will be sentenced to both a juvenile and an adult sentence and will be 
reevaluated after completing the juvenile sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration. 
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The life sentence options in part (3) above were counterbalanced to control for the effect of 
presentation order.  The blended sentence option was always presented after both life sentence 
options, to ensure that it did not interfere with the participants‟ ratings of preference for the life 
sentence options.  No identifying information was requested from any of the participants on any 
of the measures and consent was waived by the Villanova and Drexel IRBs, as it would serve as 
the only link between the participants‟ identities and their responses. 
 Since research has shown that, in addition to defendant characteristics, participants‟ 
demographic characteristics may be related to participants‟ sentencing decisions (i.e., Kalbeitzer 
& Goldstein, 2006; Moon et al., 2000; Samuel & Moulds, 1986), these materials were presented 
this way to prevent biases that may result from providing requested demographic information 
before reading the vignette.  For instance, a participant prompted to think about religious beliefs 
or political affiliations prior to reading the vignette might have responded to sentencing questions 
in a way that is more consistent with these beliefs.  Therefore, the demographic information that 
was not potentially biasing but necessary for testing the primary hypotheses was presented before 
participants read the vignette; the potentially biasing questions were asked after the vignette. 
 After the participants completed all testing materials, they were asked to place the 
materials back in the envelopes in which they received them to protect confidentiality before 
returning them to the investigator.  All participants received a small piece of candy to thank them 
for their participation. 
4.    Results 
4.1    Descriptive Statistics 
To determine whether participants detected a difference between the high (main 
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perpetrator) and low (lookout) levels of the defendant‟s culpability, an independent samples t-test 
was conducted.  Participants rated the defendant who was the main perpetrator (lead) as more 
culpable (M = 4.12, SD = .80) than the defendant who acted as a lookout (M = 3.29, SD = 1.01).  
This difference was significant (t =4.04, df = 71, p<.001, r
2
 = 43%).  This indicates that 
participants distinguished between high and low culpability as presented in the vignettes. 
 In the demographic survey, participants were asked to rate their support for life without 
parole (LWOP) in general and LWOP for serious offenders under age 18.  On a scale from 1-5, 
with 1 = oppose in all cases and 5 = support in all cases, the mean for general beliefs about 
LWOP was 3.64 (SD = .80), and the mean for beliefs about LWOP for juveniles was 2.66 (SD = 
.94).  Results of a repeated measures t-test indicated that participants supported LWOP in general 
more than LWOP for juveniles (t =21.052, df = 351, p<.001).  For law students, the mean for 
general beliefs about LWOP was 3.64 (SD = .77), and the mean for beliefs about LWOP for 
juveniles was 2.53 (SD = .87).  For the undergraduates, the mean for general beliefs about LWOP 
was 3.63 (SD = .84), and the mean for beliefs about LWOP for juveniles was 2.80 (SD = 1.00) 
(see Table 3).  Law student and undergraduate participants did not differ significantly in their 
support for LWOP in general (t =.156, df = 351, p = .876).  They did differ significantly from 
each other on support for LWOP for juveniles (t =-2.723, df = 350, p = .007).  However, both 
groups support LWOP in general more than LWOP for juveniles (tlaw = 18.357, df = 186, p<.001; 
tugrad = 11.832, df = 164, p<.001). 
 As part of the main study, participants were asked to rate their likelihood of sentencing 
the defendant to LWOP, LWP, and a blended sentence, respectively.  As may be seen in Table 4, 
participants gave the lowest ratings to LWOP (M = 2.21), the second lowest ratings to LWP (M = 
 Juvenile Offenders 50 
 
3.03), and the highest ratings to a blended sentence (M = 3.52).  As a check on the internal 
consistency of participants‟ responses, participants were also asked to rank each sentence option 
relative to the other options.  The rankings of relative preference for sentence type were 
consistent with the ratings.  These results indicate that, in general, participants preferred the 
blended sentence option most, LWP second, and LWOP least. 
4.2    Main Study Preliminary Analyses 
 Prior to conducting the main analyses, correlations were run to determine whether 
participants‟ preferences for each sentence were consistent with their rankings of each sentence 
relative to the other sentences.  As may be seen in Table 5, significant negative correlations were 
found between participants‟ ratings of how likely they would be to sentence a defendant to 
LWOP and their ranking of their preference for LWOP relative to the other sentence options (r = 
-.76, p<.001), participants‟ ratings for life with parole (LWP) and their ranking of their 
preference for LWP relative to the other sentence options (r = -.39, p<.001), and participants‟ 
ratings for a blended sentence and their ranking of their preference for a blended sentence relative 
to the other sentence options (r = -.55, p<.001).  These results indicate that higher ratings for each 
sentence on a scale from 1-5 (very unlikely to very likely, respectively) were significantly 
correlated with lower ranks for each sentence relative to the other sentences (1 = most preferred, 
2 = second most preferred, 3 = least preferred).   
Although a majority of participants ranked the sentence options in accordance with their 
preference ratings, some participants did not.  Table 6 displays the number and percent of 
participants whose rankings and ratings agreed and did not agree.  Participants‟ ratings were used 
to determine sentence preference in the main analyses.  Using the rankings as a check on the 
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internal consistency of the participants‟ responses, these results suggest that most of the 
participants‟ sentence ratings reflected their true sentence preferences.   
4.3    Results for Specific Hypotheses 
4.3.1    Age and severity of sentence are positively related. 
a. Participants will endorse a sentence for the younger defendant (age 13) that 
is less severe than the sentence for the older defendant (age 16). 
 To determine the effect of age on participants‟ sentence preferences, three one-way 
ANOVAs were conducted.
12
  In all three ANOVAs, defendant age was the independent variable.  
In the first analysis, the dependent variable was the difference between ratings of LWOP and 
LWP.  The results indicated that there was no main effect for age (F (1, 354) = .009, p = .924).  
In the second one-way ANOVA, the difference between ratings of LWOP and a blended sentence 
was the dependent variable.  The results suggested that no main effect existed (F (1, 356) = 
1.278, p = .259).  Finally, in the third ANOVA, the dependent variable was the difference 
between preference for LWP and a blended sentence.  The results from that analysis also 
suggested that no main effect existed for defendant age (F (1, 355) = 1.39, p = .239).  Participants 
sentenced the 13-year-old defendant as severely as the 16-year-old defendant when all other 
variables were held constant.  However, the effect of defendant age must be considered in the 
larger context of the other variables in the study.  Since interactions trump main effects, further 
analyses were conducted to determine whether there were any interactions between age and other 
variables that may provide partial support for this hypothesis. 
                                                          
12
 Although multiple analyses were conducted, alpha was not adjusted with a Bonferroni correction.  Since only three 
analyses were conducted, such a correction did not seem necessary.  However, a Bonferroni correction would have 
set alpha at .02, which would not have changed the results from what was reported. 
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 To test for the effects of age on whether participants preferred LWOP or LWP, a 2 (age: 
13 and 16) x 2 (culpability: main perpetrator and lookout) x 2 (type of crime: murder and 
robbery) x 2 (participant level of education: law school and undergraduate) between subjects 
analysis of covariance (ANCOVA 1) was conducted.  This ANCOVA was also used to determine 
whether there were interactions between age, culpability, type of crime, and participant level of 
education.  To asses the existence of covariates, correlation analyses were conducted between the 
dependent variable, the difference between participants‟ preference ratings for LWOP and LWP, 
and potential covariates.  The results indicated that participants‟ support for LWOP in general (r 
= .12, p = .026) and participants‟ support for LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 (r = .33, 
p<.001) covaried with the dependent variable.  Participants‟ support for LWOP in general was 
highly correlated with their support for LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 (r = .50, 
p<.001).  Given this high correlation, participants‟ support for LWOP for adolescents was treated 
as the covariate, as it was more highly correlated with the dependent variable.
13
  The covariate 
was significantly related to participants‟ sentence preference (F (1, 332) = 22.551, p<.001, partial 
η2 =.064). 
 The results of ANCOVA 1 are presented in Table 7.  Controlling for the effects of 
participants‟ support of LWOP for juvenile offenders, there was a significant interaction between 
the participants‟ level of education, the defendant‟s age, and the crime committed14 (F (1, 332) = 
                                                          
13
 According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), one should aim to have the fewest covariates as possible to maximize 
the adjustment of the dependent variable.  They suggest that, in choosing covariates, one should look at the 
correlation between the covariates and, if they are correlated, choose the one that is more highly correlated with the 
dependent variable. 
14
 Although multiple analyses were conducted to determine sentence preferences, alpha was not adjusted with a 
Bonferroni correction.  Since only three analyses were conducted, such a correction did not seem necessary.  
However, a Bonferroni correction would have set alpha at .02, which would not have changed the results from what 
was reported. 
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14.333, p<.001, partial η2 =.041) (see Figure 1 and Table 8).  The law student participants 
sentenced the 16-year-old involved in robbery (M = 3.38) about as severely as the 13-year-old 
involved in robbery (M = 4.00).  In contrast, law student participants sentenced the 13-year-old 
involved in murder (M = 3.87) less severely than the 16-year-old involved in murder (M = 5.10).  
For the undergraduate sample, participants sentenced the 13-year-old defendant involved in 
robbery (M = 3.36) about as severely as the 16-year-old defendant involved in robbery (M = 
3.58).  However, undergraduate participants sentenced the 13-year-old involved in murder (M = 
5.63) more severely than the 16-year-old involved in murder (M = 4.69). 
These results suggest that the law student participants sentenced the 13-year-old 
defendant less severely than the 16-year-old defendant when the crime was murder, but not when 
the crime was robbery.  In contrast, the undergraduate participants sentenced the 13-year-old 
about the same than the 16-year-old when the crime was robbery, but more severely when the 
crime was murder.  The results for this hypothesis were more complex than hypothesized.  It 
appears that the defendant‟s age played a role in participants‟ sentencing decisions, but the effect 
of the defendant‟s age is best interpreted in light of the other variables. 
 To test for the effects age on whether participants preferred LWOP or a blended sentence, 
a 2 (age: 13 and 16) x 2 (culpability: main perpetrator and lookout) x 2 (type of crime: murder 
and robbery) x 2 (participant level of education: law school and undergraduate) between subjects 
ANCOVA (ANCOVA 2) was conducted.  To assess the existence of covariates, correlation 
analyses were conducted between the dependent variable, the difference between participants‟ 
preference ratings for LWOP and a blended sentence, and potential covariates.   
 The results indicated that participants‟ race (r = .121, p = .023), support for LWOP in 
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general (r = .187, p<.001), and support for LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 (r = .38, 
p<.001) were all significantly correlated with the dependent variable.  Since support for LWOP 
in general and support for LWOP for adolescents were significantly correlated (r = .50, p<.001), 
only support for LWOP for adolescents was included as a covariate.  Support for LWOP for 
juvenile offenders was significantly related to the participants‟ sentence preference (F (1, 330) = 
41.882, p<.001, partial η2 =.0.113).  No effect was found for participant race on sentence 
preference (F (1, 330) = 3.043, p = .082, partial η2 =.009).  As may be seen in Table 9, 
controlling for the effect of participants‟ support for LWOP for juvenile offenders, there was a 
significant interaction between participant education, defendant age, and crime (F (1, 330) = 
5.91, p = .016, partial η2 =.018) (see Figure 2 and Table 10). 
 The law student participants sentenced the 13-year-old involved in robbery (M = 2.80) 
about as severely as the 16-year-old involved in robbery (M = 3.13).  Law student participants 
sentenced the 13-year-old involved in murder (M = 3.64) less severely than the 16-year-old 
involved in murder (M = 4.80).  These results suggest that law student participants sentenced the 
13-year-old defendant less severely than the 16-year-old defendant when the crime was murder, 
but not robbery. 
 For the undergraduate participants, the 13-year-old defendant sentenced about as severely 
for robbery (M = 3.03) as the 16-year-old defendant (M = 3.40).  However, undergraduate 
participants sentenced the 16-year-old involved in murder (M = 3.86) less severely than the 13-
year-old involved in murder (M = 4.63).  This indicates that undergraduate participants did not 
sentence the 13-year-old less severely than the 16-year-old regardless of the crime. 
 To test for the effects of age on whether participants preferred LWP or a blended 
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sentence, a 2 (age: 13 and 16) x 2 (culpability: main perpetrator and lookout) x 2 (type of crime: 
murder and robbery) x 2 (participant level of education: law school and undergraduate) between 
subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted.  Correlation analyses were first 
conducted to determine whether any covariates existed; none were found.  The dependent 
variable was the difference between participants‟ preference rating for LWP and a blended 
sentence. 
 The results of the ANOVA (see Table 11) reflect a significant interaction between 
defendant age and the crime (F (1, 341) = 3.893, p = .049, partial η2 =.011) (see Figure 3 and 
Table 12).  When the crime was murder, participants sentenced the 13-year-old (M = 4.55) as 
severely as the 16-year-old (M = 4.42).  In contrast, when the crime was robbery, participants 
sentenced the 13-year-old (M = 4.28) less severely than the 16-year-old defendant (M = 4.79).  
These results suggest that participants sentenced the 13-year-old less severely than the 16-year-
old when the crime was robbery, but not when the crime was murder. 
 The results reflected by these analyses were more complex than hypothesized.  Although 
some main effects were observed, the most relevant finding for interpretation is the 3-way 
interaction.  These results partially support the hypothesis that age and severity of sentence would 
be positively related.  For the law student participants, this hypothesis was supported when the 
crime was murder, but not when the crime was robbery.  For the undergraduate participants, 
when comparing preference for LWOP to LWP, this hypothesis was supported when the crime 
was robbery, but not when the crime was murder.  However, when comparing undergraduate 
preference for LWOP to a blended sentence, the results did not support this hypothesis.  Finally, 
when comparing preference for LWP to a blended sentence, the hypothesis was supported when 
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the crime was robbery, but not murder. 
4.3.2 Perceived level of culpability is positively related to severity of sentence. 
a. Participants who perceive the defendant as having a low level of culpability 
will endorse a sentence that is less severe than their sentence for a defendant 
with a high level of culpability. 
To determine the effect of culpability on participants‟ sentence preferences, three one-
way ANOVAs were conducted.
15
  In all three ANOVAs, the defendant‟s level of culpability was 
the independent variable.  In the first analysis, the dependent variable was the difference between 
ratings of LWOP and LWP.  The results indicated that there was a main effect for culpability (F 
(1, 354) = 44.273, p <.001).  In the second one-way ANOVA, the difference between ratings of 
LWOP and a blended sentence was the dependent variable.  Again, the results suggested that a 
main effect existed (F (1, 356) = 45.636, p <.001).  Finally, in the third ANOVA, the dependent 
variable was the difference between preference for LWP and a blended sentence.  The results 
from that analysis suggested that no main effect existed for culpability (F (1, 355) = .000, p = 
.989).  These results suggest that, considered alone, culpability affected the severity of 
participants‟ sentence when LWP and a blended sentence were each compared to LWOP.  When 
comparing preference for LWOP to LWP, participants sentenced the main perpetrator more 
severely than the lookout.  The same pattern existed when preference for LWOP or a blended 
sentence were compared.  However, when preference for LWP was compared to preference for a 
blended sentence, participants sentenced the main perpetrator and the lookout equally as severe.   
                                                          
15
 Although multiple analyses were conducted, alpha was not adjusted with a Bonferroni correction.  Since only three 
analyses were conducted, such a correction did not seem necessary.  However, a Bonferroni correction would have 
set alpha at .02, which would not have changed the results from what was reported. 
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As with defendant age, the effect of culpability must be considered in the larger context of the 
other variables in the study.  Further analyses were conducted to determine whether there were 
any interactions between culpability and other variables that may support this hypothesis. 
To test for the effects of culpability on whether participants preferred LWOP or LWP, 
ANCOVA 1 was conducted.
 16
  The results of this ANCOVA are presented in Table 7.  
Controlling for the effect of participants‟ support for LWOP for adolescent offenders, there was a 
significant interaction between the defendant‟s culpability and the crime committed (F (1, 332) = 
32.075, p<.001, partial η2 = .088) (see Figure 4 and Table 8).  Participants sentenced the main 
perpetrator involved in murder (M = 6.00) more severely than the lookout involved in murder (M 
= 3.50).  However, participants sentenced the main perpetrator (M = 3.67) about as severely as 
the lookout (M = 3.49) in robbery.  When the crime was murder, participants sentenced the 
defendant who was the main perpetrator more severely than the defendant who stood lookout.  
However, when the crime was robbery, there was little difference in the severity of sentence 
given to the lead and lookout defendants. 
To test for the effects of culpability on whether participants preferred LWOP or a blended 
sentence, ANCOVA 2 was conducted.
17
  As may be seen in Table 9, controlling for the effects of 
participants‟ support for LWOP for juvenile offenders, there was a significant interaction 
between the defendant‟s culpability and the crime committed (F (1, 330) = 16.285, p<.001, 
partial η2 = .047) (see Figure 5 and Table 10).  When the crime was murder, participants 
sentenced the lookout (M = 3.06) less severely than the main perpetrator in murder (M = 5.34).  
When the crime was robbery, participants sentenced the main perpetrator (M = 3.29) about as 
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 As described in the analysis of defendant‟s age. 
 Juvenile Offenders 58 
 
severely as the lookout (M = 2.88). 
To test for the effects of culpability on whether participants preferred LWP or a blended 
sentence, the ANOVA was conducted.
18
  The results of the ANOVA (see Table 11) indicate that 
there were no significant interactions involving defendant‟s level of culpability and there was no 
main effect for culpability (F (1, 341) = .002, p = .964, partial η2 <.001).  These results suggest 
that the defendant‟s level of culpability did not affect the participants‟ preference for sentence 
when the options were LWP and a blended sentence. 
Overall, the results partially support the hypothesis that culpability and sentence severity 
are positively related.  The results for this hypothesis were more complex than hypothesized.  It 
appears that the defendant‟s culpability played a role in participants‟ sentencing decisions.  
However, the effect of the defendant‟s culpability is best interpreted in light of the crime 
committed.  When LWOP and LWP were compared, the results suggested that when the crime is 
murder, participants sentenced the lookout less severely than the main perpetrator.  However, 
when the crime was robbery, participants did not seem to distinguish between the main 
perpetrator and the lookout in terms of sentence severity.  These results were also found when 
preference for LWOP was compared to preference for a blended sentence.  However, when LWP 
and the blended sentence option were compared, participants did not appear to distinguish 
between the main perpetrator and the lookout in terms of sentence severity regardless of the 
crime. 
4.3.3   Offense severity is positively related to severity of sentence. 
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 As described in the analysis of defendant‟s age. 
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 As described in the analysis of defendant age. 
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a. Participants will endorse a sentence for the defendant convicted of a non-
homicide offense that is less severe than the sentence endorsed for the defendant 
who is convicted of a homicide offense. 
To determine the effect of crime severity on participants‟ sentence preferences, three one-
way ANOVAs were conducted.
19
  In all three ANOVAs, the defendant‟s level of culpability was 
the independent variable.  In the first analysis, the dependent variable was the difference between 
ratings of LWOP and LWP.  The results indicated that there was a main effect for crime severity 
(F (1, 354) = 33.538, p <.001).  In the second one-way ANOVA, the difference between ratings 
of LWOP and a blended sentence was the dependent variable.  Again, the results suggested that a 
main effect existed (F (1, 356) = 29.924, p <.001).  Finally, in the third ANOVA, the dependent 
variable was the difference between preference for LWP and a blended sentence.  The results 
from that analysis suggested that no main effect existed for crime severity (F (1, 355) = .157, p = 
.693).  These results suggest that, considered alone, crime severity affected the severity of 
participants‟ sentence when LWP and a blended sentence were each compared to LWOP.  When 
comparing preference for LWOP to LWP, participants sentenced murder more severely than 
robbery.  The same pattern existed when preference for LWOP or a blended sentence were 
compared.  However, when preference for LWP was compared to preference for a blended 
sentence, participants sentenced murder and robbery equally as severe.  
To fully examine the effects of crime severity on participants‟ sentencing decisions, the 
effect of crime severity must be considered in the larger context of the other variables in the 
                                                          
19
 Although multiple analyses were conducted, alpha was not adjusted with a Bonferroni correction.  Since only three 
analyses were conducted, such a correction did not seem necessary.  However, a Bonferroni correction would have 
set alpha at .02, which would not have changed the results from what was reported. 
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study.  Further analyses were conducted to determine whether there were any interactions 
between crime severity and other variables that may support this hypothesis. 
To test for the effects of offense severity on whether participants preferred LWP or 
LWOP, ANCOVA 1 was conducted.
20
  As may be seen in Table 7, controlling for the effect of 
participants‟ support for LWOP for juvenile offenders, there was a significant interaction 
between the participants‟ level of education, the defendants‟ age, and the crime committed (F (1, 
332) = 14.333, p<.001, partial η2 = .041) (see Figure 1 and Table 8).  For the law student sample, 
when the defendant was 13 years old, participants sentenced the defendant involved in murder 
(M = 3.87) as severely as the defendant involved in robbery (M = 4.00).  However, for the 16-
year-old defendant, the law student participants sentenced the defendant involved in robbery (M 
= 3.38) less severely than the defendant involved in murder (M = 5.10).  For the undergraduate 
sample, participants sentenced the 13-year-old defendant involved in robbery (M = 3.36) less 
severely than the 13-year-old defendant involved in murder (M = 5.63).  When the defendant was 
16 years old, undergraduate participants sentenced the defendant less severely for robbery (M = 
3.58) than for murder (M = 4.69). 
These results suggest that both law student and undergraduate participants sentenced a 
16-year-old defendant less severely for robbery than for murder.  Likewise, the undergraduate 
participants sentenced the 13-year-old less severely for robbery than murder.  In contrast, the law 
student participants sentenced the 13-year-old as severely for murder as for robbery.   
To test the effects of crime severity on whether participants preferred LWOP or a blended 
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 As described in the analysis of defendant age. 
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sentence, ANCOVA 2 was conducted.
21
  As may be seen in Table 9, controlling for the effect of 
participants‟ support for LWOP for adolescent offenders, there was a significant interaction 
between participant education, defendant age, and crime (F (1, 330) = 5.91, p = .016, partial η2 = 
.018) (see Figure 2 and Table 10). 
For law student participants, when the defendant was 13 years old, participants sentenced 
the defendant involved in robbery (M = 2.80) less severely than the defendant involved in murder 
(M = 3.64).  Likewise, for the 16-year-old defendant, the law student responses indicated that 
they would sentence less severely for robbery (M = 3.13) than for murder (M = 4.80).  For the 
undergraduate participants, the 13-year-old defendant was more likely to receive a less severe 
sentence for robbery (M = 3.03) than for murder (M = 4.63).  However, participants sentenced as 
severely for robbery (M = 3.40) as for murder (M = 3.86) when the defendant was 16 years old.  
These results suggest that both law student and undergraduate participants sentenced the 13-year-
old defendant involved in robbery less severely than the 13-year-old defendant involved in 
murder.  The law student participants also sentenced robbery less severely than murder for the 
16-year-old defendant.  In contrast, the undergraduate participants sentenced the 16-year-old as 
severely for robbery as for murder. 
To measure the effects of crime severity on whether participants preferred LWP or a 
blended sentence, the ANOVA was conducted.
22
  The results of the ANOVA (see Table 11) 
reflect a significant interaction between the participants‟ level of education and the crime 
committed (F (1, 341) = 11.908, p = .001, partial η2 = .034) (see Figure 6 and Table 11).  The 
law student participants sentenced less severely for robbery (M = 4.34) than for murder (M = 
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4.82).  In contrast, undergraduate participants sentenced less severely for murder (M = 4.12) than 
for robbery (M = 4.77).  Law student participants sentenced the defendant involved in robbery 
less severely than the defendant involved in murder, but undergraduates sentenced the defendant 
involved in robbery more severely than the defendant involved in murder. 
The results of the ANOVA also reflect a significant interaction between the defendant‟s 
age and the crime committed (F (1, 341) = 3.893, p = .049, partial η2 = .011) (see Figure 3).  
When the defendant was 13 years old, participants sentenced the defendant involved in robbery 
(M = 4.28) about as severely as the defendant involved in murder (M = 4.55).  When the 
defendant was 16 years old, participants sentenced the defendant slightly less severely for murder 
(M = 4.42) than for robbery (M = 4.79).
23
  These results suggest that participants sentenced 
robbery less severely than murder when the defendant was younger, but not when the defendant 
was older. 
Overall, the results partially support the hypothesis that crime severity and sentence 
severity are positively related.  The results for this hypothesis were more complex than 
hypothesized.  It appears that crime severity played a role in participants‟ sentencing decisions, 
but the effect of crime severity is best interpreted in light of the other variables.  When preference 
for LWOP and LWP were compared, the results suggested that participants sentenced the 16-
year-old defendant less severely for robbery than for murder regardless of participant level of 
education.  The undergraduate participants also sentenced the 13-year-old less severely for 
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 Post hoc tests revealed no significant difference between these means.  However, the mean for the 13-year-old 
murderer was slightly higher than the mean for the 13-year-old robber (t =1.127, df = 171, p = .102) and the mean 
for the 16-year-old murderer was slightly lower than the mean for the 16-year-old robber (t =-1.628, df = 182, p = 
.102).  This resulted in a significant interaction. 
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robbery than for murder.  However, this hypothesis was not supported by the data for the 13-
year-old sentenced by the law student participants.  Those participants sentenced the 13-year-old 
as severely for robbery as for murder. 
When preference for LWOP and a blended sentence were compared, the hypothesis was 
supported for the 13-year-old for both law and undergraduate participants, and for the law 
student participants when the defendant was 16.  However, the hypothesis was not supported by 
the data for the 16-year-old sentenced by the undergraduate participants.  Those participants 
sentenced the 16-year-old as severely for robbery as for murder. 
The hypothesis was also partially supported when preference for LWP and a blended 
sentence were compared.  Law student participants sentenced the defendant involved in robbery 
less severely than the defendant involved in murder.  However, undergraduate participants 
sentenced the defendant involved in robbery more severely than the defendant involved in 
murder, which does not support the hypothesis.  In addition, the hypothesis was somewhat 
supported by the data that suggested participants sentenced robbery slightly less severely than 
murder when the defendant was 13 years old.  However, participants did not sentence robbery 
less severely when the defendant was 16 years old. 
4.3.4   Participants’ level of education and severity of sentence are negatively related. 
a. Participants enrolled in law school will endorse a sentence for the defendant 
that is less severe than the sentence endorsed by the undergraduate sample. 
To determine the effect of participants‟ level of education on participants‟ sentence 
preferences, three one-way ANOVAs were conducted.
24
  In all three ANOVAs, the participants‟ 
                                                          
24
 Although multiple analyses were conducted, alpha was not adjusted with a Bonferroni correction.  Since only three 
 Juvenile Offenders 64 
 
level of education was the independent variable.  In the first analysis, the dependent variable was 
the difference between ratings of LWOP and LWP.  The results indicated that there was no main 
effect for level of education (F (1, 354) = .709, p =.40).  In the second one-way ANOVA, the 
difference between ratings of LWOP and a blended sentence was the dependent variable.  Again, 
the results suggested that no main effect existed (F (1, 356) = .075, p =.785).  Finally, in the third 
ANOVA, the dependent variable was the difference between preference for LWP and a blended 
sentence.  Again, the results from that analysis suggested that no main effect existed for level of 
education (F (1, 355) = .751, p = .387).  Law student participants did not sentence less severely 
than undergraduate participants when all other variables were held constant.  However, the effect 
of participant level of education must be considered in the larger context of the other variables in 
the study.  Further analyses were conducted to determine whether there were any interactions 
between participant level of education and other variables that may provide partial support for 
this hypothesis. 
 To test for the effects of participant level of education on whether participants preferred 
LWP or LWOP, ANCOVA 1 was conducted.
25
  The results of the ANCOVA are presented in 
Table 7.  Controlling for the effect of participants‟ support of LWOP for juvenile offenders, there 
was a significant interaction between the participants‟ level of education, the defendant‟s age, 
and the crime committed (F (1, 332) = 14.333, p<.001, partial η2 = .041) (see Figure 1 and Table 
8).  When the defendant was 13 years old and the crime was murder, the law student participants 
sentenced the defendant less severely (M = 3.87) than the undergraduate participants (M = 5.63).  
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set alpha at .02, which would not have changed the results from what was reported. 
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However, when the defendant was 13 years old and the crime was robbery, the undergraduate 
participants sentenced the defendant less severely (M = 4.69) than the law student participants 
(M = 5.10). 
 When the defendant was 16 years old and the crime was murder, the undergraduate 
participants sentenced the defendant less severely (M = 4.69) than the law student participants 
(M = 5.10).  However, when the defendant was 16 and the crime was robbery, law student 
participants (M = 3.38) sentenced about as severely as undergraduate (M = 3.58) participants.  
These results indicate that law student participants sentenced the defendant less severely than 
undergrads when the defendant was 13 and the crime was murder, but not when the defendant 
was 13 and the crime was robbery.  Law student participants also did not sentence less severely 
when the defendant was 16 for either crime. 
 To test for the effects of participant level of education on whether participants preferred 
LWOP or a blended sentence, ANCOVA 2 was conducted.
26
  As may be seen in Table 9, 
controlling for the effects of participants‟ support for LWOP for juvenile offenders, there was a 
significant interaction between participant education, defendant age, and crime (F (1, 330) = 
5.91, p = .016, partial η2 = .018) (see Figure 2 and Table 10).  When the defendant was 13 years 
old and the crime was murder, the law student participants sentenced the defendant less severely 
(M = 3.64) than the undergraduates (M = 4.63).  However, when the defendant was 13 and the 
crime was robbery, the law student participants (M = 2.80) sentenced about as severely as the 
undergraduates (M = 3.03).  Likewise, when the defendant was 16 years old, the law student and 
undergraduate participants did not differ significantly in their sentence preferences for robbery 
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(Mlaw = 3.13; Mugrad = 3.40).  In contrast, when the defendant was 16 years old and the crime was 
murder, law student participants sentenced the defendant more severely (M = 4.80) than 
undergraduate participants (M = 3.86).  These results indicate that the hypothesis was supported 
only when the defendant was 13 years old and the crime was murder. 
 To test the effect of participant level of education on whether participants preferred LWP 
or a blended sentence, the ANOVA was conducted.
27
  The results of the ANOVA (see Table 11) 
reflect a significant interaction between the participants‟ level of education and the crime 
committed (F (1, 341) = 11.908, p = .001, partial η2 = .034) (see Figure 6 and Table 12).  When 
the crime was murder, law student participants sentenced the defendant more severely (M = 4.82) 
than the undergraduates (M = 4.12).  When the crime was robbery, the law student participants 
(M = 4.34) did not differ significantly in their sentencing preference from the undergraduate 
participants (M = 4.77).  These results fail to support the hypothesis that participants‟ level of 
education and severity of sentence are negatively related.  Specifically, law student participants 
did not sentence less severely than undergraduates when the sentence options were LWP or a 
blended sentence. 
 Overall, the results partially support the hypothesis that participant level of education and 
sentence severity are negatively related.  As in the previous analyses, the results were more 
complex than hypothesized.  It appears that participants‟ level of education played a role in 
participants‟ sentencing decisions, but the effect of their level of education is best interpreted in 
light of the other variables.  When preference for LWOP and LWP were compared, the results 
indicated that law school participants sentenced less severely than undergraduates when the 
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defendant was 13 and the crime was murder, but not when the defendant was 13 and the crime 
was robbery or when the defendant was 16 for either crime.  This was also the case when 
preference for LWOP was compared to a blended sentence.  The results of the comparison of 
preference for LWP and a blended sentence did not support the hypothesis at all. 
4.3.5 Demographic characteristics and beliefs of the participant (age, gender, race, 
socioeconomic status, marital status, political views, religious beliefs, and general beliefs 
about  LWOP) will be related to the type of sentence imposed. 
 A stepwise multiple regression was performed using LWOP preference as the outcome 
variable (see Table 13).  The following predictors, all participant attributes or ratings, were used: 
age, gender, race, parents‟ income, parents‟ education, political views, religious beliefs, support 
for LWOP for serious offenders in general, and support for LWOP for serious offenders under 
age 18.  There were at least 20 participants for each predictor variable.  Only support for LWOP 
for serious offenders under age 18 and strength of religious beliefs contributed significantly to 
predicting this outcome (R
2
 = .29, F (31, 283) = 3.642, p <.001).  This analysis suggests that 
people who generally support LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 and those who rate their 
religious beliefs as “not strong” are more likely to sentence a defendant to LWOP than those who 
rated their religious beliefs as “extremely strong” or opposed LWOP for adolescent offenders in 
all or most cases. 
 A second stepwise multiple regression was performed using LWP preference as the 
outcome variable (see Table 14).  The predictors were the same as in the first stepwise 
regression.  The regression analysis was not significant (R
2
 = .103, F (31, 281) = 1.042, p = 
.411).  However, the analysis indicated that parental income and support for LWOP for 
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adolescent offenders were significant regression coefficients.  After examining the distribution of 
scores for the non-significant variables to determine whether any patterns in rating for LWP were 
present, another stepwise multiple regression was conducted including parental income, support 
for LWOP in general, and support for LWOP for adolescent offenders as predictor variables (see 
Table 18).  Only support for LWOP for adolescent offenders contributed significantly to 
predicting this outcome (R
2
 = .19, F (3, 321) = 24.982, p <.001).  This analysis suggests that 
people who support LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 are more likely to sentence a 
defendant to LWP than those who opposed LWOP for adolescent offenders in all or most cases. 
 A third stepwise multiple regression was performed using blended sentence preference as 
the outcome variable (see Table 15).  The predictors were the same as in the first stepwise 
regression.  Only gender and support for LWOP for adolescent offenders contributed 
significantly to predicting this outcome (R
2
 = .18, F (31, 283) = 1.943, p = .003).  This analysis 
suggests that participants who support LWOP for serious offenders under age 18 are less likely to 
sentence a defendant to a blended sentence than those who oppose LWOP for adolescent 
offenders in all or most cases.  Likewise, females are more likely to give a blended sentence than 
males. 
 These results partially support the hypothesis that demographic characteristics and beliefs 
of the participant will be related to the type of sentence imposed.  Participants‟ support for 
LWOP for adolescent offenders was related to preference for each type of sentence.  Further, 
strength of religious beliefs was related to preference for LWOP and gender was related to 
preference for a blended sentence. 
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4.4      Additional Analyses 
 In addition to the main analyses described above, post hoc difference tests were run to 
determine which sentences participants preferred relative to the other sentences.  The post hoc 
single-sample t-tests for the comparison of participants‟ preference for LWOP to LWP are 
presented in Table 8.  The results suggest that, overall, participants prefer LWP over LWOP for 
juvenile offenders (M = 4.20; t =-7.12, df = 348, p<.001).  In addition, the results indicate that 
participants only preferred LWOP over LWP when the defendant was the main perpetrator in 
murder (M = 6.00; t =4.27, df = 91, p<.001). 
 There were a few scenarios in which participants were equally like to sentence the 
defendant to LWOP or LWP.  For the participants in general, this was the case when the 
defendant was the main perpetrator in a crime (M = 4.88; t =-.07, df = 177, p>.05), when the 
crime was murder (M = 4.81; t =-1.08, df = 175, p>.05), and when the defendant was 16 and the 
crime was murder (Mlaw = 5.10; t =.29, df = 48, p>.05;  Mugrad = 4.69; t =-1.00, df = 41, p>.05).  
The undergraduate participants also did not show a preference when the defendant was 13 and 
the crime was murder (M = 5.63; t =1.74, df = 39, p>.05).   
 These results indicate that law students were more likely to sentence the 13-year-old 
defendant involved in either crime, and the 16-year-old defendant involved in robbery to LWP 
than LWOP.  However, they were equally likely to sentence the 16-year-old involved in robbery 
to LWOP or LWP.  In contrast, the undergraduate participants were more likely to sentence the 
13-year-old and the 16-year-old defendants involved in robbery to LWP than LWOP, but did not 
show a preference for sentence for either age defendant involved in murder. 
 The post hoc single-sample t-tests for the comparison of participants‟ preference for 
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LWOP to a blended sentence are presented in Table 10.  The results suggest that, overall, 
participants prefer a blended sentence over LWOP for juvenile offenders (M = 3.67; t =-12.01, df 
= 347, p<.001).  In addition, the results indicate that participants did not prefer LWOP over a 
blended sentence for any scenarios.  However, there were four scenarios in which participants 
were equally like to give either sentence.  For the sample in general, these included when the 
defendant was the main perpetrator in murder (M = 5.34; t =1.44, df = 90, p>.05) and when the 
crime was murder (M = 4.24; t =-4.36, df = 175, p>.05).  Also, the law student participants were 
equally like to sentence the 16-year-old involved in murder to either sentence (M = 4.80; t =-.55, 
df = 48, p>.05) and the undergraduate participants were equally likely to sentence the 13-year-old 
involved in murder to either sentence (M = 4.63; t =-1.12, df = 39, p>.05).  When given the 
choice, it appears that participants are more likely to sentence a juvenile defendant to a blended 
sentence than LWOP. 
 The post hoc single-sample t-tests for the comparison of participants‟ preference for LWP 
to a blended sentence are presented in Table 12.  The results suggest that, overall, participants 
prefer a blended sentence over LWP for juvenile offenders (M = 4.52; t =-5.935, df = 356, 
p<.001).  In addition, the results indicate that participants did not show a preference for LWP 
over a blended sentence for any scenarios.  However, there were three scenarios in which 
participants were equally like to sentence the defendant to either sentence.  These included when 
the defendant was 16 and the crime was robbery (M = 4.79; t =-1.238, df = 91, p = .219), when 
the participants were law students and the crime was murder (M = 4.82; t =-1.196, df = 93, p = 
.235), and when the participants were undergraduates and the crime was robbery (M = 4.77; t =-
1.429, df = 83, p = .157).  These results suggest that undergraduate participants may have 
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perceived the blended sentence as more severe than LWP. 
 Considering all of the analyses, participants preferred the options of LWP or blended 
sentence to that of LWOP.  They also preferred a blended sentence over LWP.  Overall, the 
results indicate that participants preferred a blended sentence most strongly, LWP second, and 
LWOP least. 
 Although some of these results may be attributed to the educational differences between 
law students and undergraduates, it is also possible that other differences between the groups 
account for the results.  The mean age for the law student participants was 24.51, whereas the 
mean age for undergraduates was 20.48.  Furthermore, 183 (97%) of the law students were 
between the ages of 22 and 29.  In contrast, 163 (96%) of the undergraduates were between the 
ages of 18 and 23.  Given that most of the undergraduate participants were between 18 and 23, 
closer in age than the law students to the defendants, it is possible that those participants did not 
see a difference between criminal acts committed by a 13- or 16-year-old defendant and focused 
on the crime.  The law students, who were further removed from the defendants‟ ages, may have 
considered the difference between both the ages and the crimes. 
 In addition to age, the law student and undergraduate participants differed in their support 
for LWOP for juvenile offenders.  The law student participants‟ mean rating of support was 2.53, 
while the undergraduates‟ mean rating was 2.80 (t =-2.723, df = 350, p = .007).  This difference 
in support, while statistically significant, may not have clinical significance, as both means are 
relatively low.  This suggests that both samples were relatively against LWOP for juvenile 
offenders.  However, the difference between the mean scores may account for the difference 
between the law students and the undergraduates when it came to sentencing the 13-year-old who 
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committed murder.  The undergraduates preferred LWOP and the law student participants 
preferred LWP for that defendant. 
 The law student and undergraduate participants also differed in race (χ2 (5, n = 356) = 
21.052, p<.001, Fisher‟s Exact Test), religion (χ2 (5, n = 352) = 21.325, p<.001, Fisher‟s Exact 
Test), parental income (χ2 (5, n = 332) = 27.151, p<.001), and parental education (χ2 (6, n = 354) 
= 14.466, p=.022, Fisher‟s Exact Test).  It is possible that the difference in races may have 
accounted for the difference in sentencing decision.  Although both samples were representative 
of their respective schools, the undergraduate sample had a larger percentage of minority students 
than the law school sample.  Further, the samples differed significantly on religious affiliation, 
which may have accounted for some of the differences in sentencing preferences.  Finally, the 
samples differed on parental income and parental education.  These were included as measures of 
socioeconomic status.  It is possible that the difference in socioeconomic status accounts for 
some of the differences between the samples. 
 The two schools did not differ significantly in terms of gender of the participants (χ2 (1, n 
= 356) = 2.605, p = .107).  Further, gender was not significantly related to participants‟ 
likelihood of giving LWOP or LWP, or any of the difference scores.  However, consistent with 
the results of the third multiple regression, gender was significantly related to participants‟ 
likelihood of sentencing to a blended sentence (t =-2.208, df = 352, p = .028).
28
  This difference 
was no longer significant when alpha was reduced to .008 using a Bonferroni correction.  
Therefore, it does not appear that the differences in outcome were due to gender differences in 
the samples. 
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 As part of the survey, participants were asked to rate the importance of the following 
purposes of sentencing: punishment, rehabilitation, deterring the defendant from future criminal 
activity, and deterring others from future criminal activity.  Participants were also asked to rank 
each purpose relative to the other purposes.  Correlations were run to determine participants‟ 
preferences for each sentence were consistent with their rankings of each purpose relative to the 
other purposes.  As may be seen in Table 16, significant negative correlations were found 
between participants‟ ratings of the importance of punishment and their rankings of the 
importance of punishment relative to the other purposes (r = -.506, p<.001), participants‟ ratings 
of the importance of rehabilitating the defendant and their associated rankings (r = -.578, 
p<.001), and participants‟ ratings of the importance of deterring other people from committing 
future crimes and their associated rankings (r = -.344, p<.001).  These correlations remained 
significant after alpha was adjusted to .013 using a Bonferroni correction.  Participants‟ ratings of 
the importance of deterring the defendant from committing future crimes were not significantly 
correlated with their rankings of the relative importance of this purpose (r = -.105, p = .05).  
Although this signifies a trend, it is not significant.   
 Although a majority of participants ranked the purposes of sentencing in accordance with 
their ratings, some participants did not.  Table 17 presents the number and percent of participants 
whose rankings and ratings did and did not correspond.  These results suggest that most of the 
participants‟ ratings of the importance of the purposes of sentencing represent their true feelings 
about the importance of the purposes. 
 Table 18 displays the mean ratings and rankings for each purpose of sentencing.  The 
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results indicate that participants felt that deterring the defendant from future criminal behavior 
was the most important purpose of sentencing (Mrating = 4.57) and that deterring others was the 
least important purpose of sentencing (Mrating = 3.75).  Their ratings indicate that participants 
may have been conflicted as to the relative importance of rehabilitation and punishment.  Their 
ratings indicated that they felt that punishment (Mrating = 4.26) second most important and 
rehabilitation (Mrating = 4.16) was third most important.  However, their rankings of these 
purposes relative to the other purposes suggested the opposite. 
 Twenty-nine participants ranked some other purposes of sentencing as important.  Eight 
participants (2.4%) indicated that getting justice for the victim or the victim‟s family was 
important, ten (3%) felt protecting society and incapacitating the defendant were important, five 
participants (1.5%) named reasons that overlapped with one of the first four purposes given, and 
12 participants (3.6%) either did not provide a reason or provided a response that was not a 
reason for sentencing (i.e., “investigate his mom”).  For those who provided reasons that did not 
overlap with one of the four given purposes and provided responses that were identifiable 
reasons for sentencing (n = 12), the mean ranking score was 3.17.  This indicates that these 
participants felt their other reason was less important than deterring the defendant from future 
criminal activity (M = 2.27), punishment (M = 2.42), and rehabilitation (M = 2.91), but more 
important than deterring others from future criminal activity (M = 3.92). 
 When the sample was divided by level of education, the results indicated that the law 
student and the undergraduate participants both rated deterring the defendant from future 
criminal activity as the most important purpose of sentencing (Mlaw = 4.55, Mugrad = 4.58) and 
deterring others from future criminal activity as least important (Mlaw = 3.52, Mugrad = 4.01).  The 
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law students and undergraduates disagreed on which purposes were second and third most 
important.  The law student participants rated punishment as second most important (M = 4.19) 
and rehabilitation as third most important (M = 4.29).  The undergraduates rated rehabilitation as 
second most important (M = 4.29) and punishment third (M = 4.34).   
 As may be seen in Table 19, the law student sample was consistent in their ratings and 
relative rankings for all purposes.  However, the undergraduates were inconsistent in their ratings 
and rankings for deterring the defendant and rehabilitation, but were consistent for punishment 
and deterring others.  This inconsistency may partially account for the undergraduates‟ apparent 
perception of a blended sentence as more severe than LWP.  For those participants who ranked 
some other purpose as important, the other reason was relatively more important than deterring 
others, but less important than the other three given purposes regardless of participants‟ level of 
education. 
5.    Discussion 
 The Supreme Court‟s decision in Roper (2005) made the distinction between juvenile and 
adults for the purposes of capital punishment.  The Court determined that, in accordance with the 
“evolving standards of decency,” capital punishment was cruel and unusual punishment when 
applied to juveniles.  Since the Court‟s decision, the class of juvenile offenders subject to LWOP 
has expanded.  To date, there apparently have been no empirical studies published that have 
investigated public sentiment with regard to life without the possibility of parole for juvenile 
offenders outside the context of the death penalty.  Further, different jurisdictions have 
inconsistent opinions regarding the appropriateness and proportionality of LWOP for juvenile 
offenders.  This is evident through both judicial opinions and legislative actions to limit the 
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application of the sentence to juveniles (see LaBelle, Phillips, & Horton, 2004; Sentencing 
Opinion for Nathaniel Abraham, 2000). 
 Prior to Roper (2005), juveniles could receive the death penalty.  However, they could 
only receive the death penalty if they were 16 or older (Thompson v. Oklahoma, 1988; Stanford 
v. Kentucky and Wilkins v. Missouri, 1989).  To date, no such restriction is placed on LWOP.  
Juveniles can receive LWOP for a variety of crimes and varying levels of culpability and, in 
some states, there is no minimum age requirement for the sentence (LaBelle et al., 2004). 
 The current study sought to assess the current public opinion of LWOP sentences for 
juvenile offenders based on a subset of the general population and a younger sample of legal 
professionals.  The results of the currently study present several interesting findings that may 
help inform the “evolving standards of decency” as defined by judicial decisions, legislative 
action, and public opinion, with regard to LWOP, LWP, and blended sentencing for juvenile 
offenders. 
 First, there was partial support for the hypothesis that age and severity of sentence are 
positively related.  Although there was some evidence that age and sentence severity are 
positively related in the statistical sense, post hoc analyses suggested that the hypothesis may not 
be supported practically.  The results indicated that participants were more likely to sentence the 
defendant to LWP over LWOP in most situations, and there were no situations in which 
participants were more likely to sentence the defendant to LWOP.  Participants also preferred a 
blended sentence for both 13- and 16-year-old defendants in most cases, and were never more 
likely to give LWOP or LWP over a blended sentence to either age defendant.  
 These results suggest that participants may believe that LWOP, and possibly LWP, 
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should be reserved for the worst offenders and considered on a case-by-case basis.  This indicates 
that the public does not agree with the Supreme Court‟s decision that the proportionality test 
does not require individualization in non-death penalty cases (Harmelin v. Michigan, 1991) or 
the Ninth Circuit‟s contention that “youth has no obvious bearing” on the proportionality analysis 
(Harris v. Wright, 1996, p. 585).  In fact, a majority of American courts do not permit 
consideration of a defendant‟s age in determining the proportionality of a sentence (Logan, 
1998).  It appears that both the general public and the legal community support the use of the 
juvenile system before imposing an adult sentence.  Neither group supports the trend toward 
more punitive treatment of juveniles. 
 Second, there was partial support for the hypothesis that defendant culpability and 
sentence severity are positively related.  However, post hoc analyses revealed that participants 
were more likely to sentence the main perpetrator in murder to LWOP than LWP, but were more 
likely to sentence the rest of the defendants to LWP over LWOP.  Likewise, participants were 
more likely to sentence all of the defendants to a blended sentence over LWOP except the main 
perpetrator in murder, for whom participants were equally likely to give either sentence.  Further, 
participants preferred a blended sentence over LWP regardless of culpability.  Again, the results 
indicate that the public and the legal community may believe that LWOP, and possibly LWP, 
should not be applied to juvenile offenders.  If applied, then these sentences should be reserved 
for the worst offenders.  It appears that the general public and the legal community may support a 
system that considers aggravating and mitigating factors when contemplating a life sentence for a 
juvenile.   
 Third, there was partial support for the hypothesis that crime severity and sentence 
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severity are positively related.  However, post hoc analyses suggest that participants preferred 
LWP over LWOP in most situations.  As noted previously, participants preferred LWOP over 
LWP in only one scenario; the defendant was the main perpetrator in murder.  Likewise, 
participants preferred a blended sentence over LWOP in most situations and did not prefer 
LWOP over a blended sentence in any scenarios.  There were some situations in which 
participants were equally likely to sentence the defendant to LWOP as LWP or a blended 
sentence, respectively; all of those scenarios involved murder.  Further, participants preferred a 
blended sentence over LWP in most situations and never preferred LWP over a blended sentence.  
There were three situations in which participants were equally likely to sentence the defendant to 
LWP or a blended sentence.  Interestingly, two of these involved robbery and one involved 
murder.  It is possible that undergraduate participants perceived a blended sentence as more 
severe than LWP, as they preferred a blended sentence for murder, but not for robbery.   
 These results provide strong evidence that participants believe that LWOP, and possibly 
LWP, should be reserved for the worst offenders, if used at all.  Participants only preferred 
LWOP in one case, the main perpetrator in murder, and they showed a general preference for a 
blended sentence over either life sentence.  This strongly suggests that both the general public 
and the legal community do not support the use of more punitive adult sentences for most 
juvenile offenders. It also indicates that, as Whitehead et al. (1999) suggested, lawmakers and 
policy-makers may be misjudging the opinions of the general public in making law and policy 
decisions to treat juveniles more severely.  It appears that both the general public and the legal 
community are supportive of a rehabilitative approach to sentencing juvenile offenders. 
 Fourth, the results partially support the hypothesis that participant level of education and 
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sentence severity are negatively related.  Law student participants sentenced less severely than 
undergraduates only for the 13-year-old involved in murder.  Further, law student participants did 
not sentence less severely than the undergraduates when comparing ratings for LWP and a 
blended sentence.  However, it appears that undergraduate participants perceived a blended 
sentence as more severe than LWP; they chose the former for the older defendant and murder and 
the latter for the younger defendant and robbery.  If that is the case, the hypothesis may be further 
supported. 
 Post hoc analyses revealed that both law student and undergraduate participants preferred 
LWP or a blended sentence over LWOP for most scenarios.  With the exception of the 13-year-
old involved in murder, undergraduate and law student participants sentenced the defendant 
similarly (i.e., both preferred LWP or a blended sentence over LWOP, or both were equally likely 
to give LWOP as LWP or a blended sentence).  Both law school and undergraduate participants 
were also more likely to sentence the defendant to a blended sentence than LWP.  These results 
suggest that both the general public and the legal community support the use of the juvenile 
system before imposing an adult sentence on a juvenile.  They further highlight the disparity 
between lawmakers‟ perceptions of public opinions and the public‟s actual opinions.  The 
general public appears to believe that a blended sentence is more preferable for most, including 
the worst, juvenile offenders than either life sentence.  These results provide further evidence that 
neither the public nor the legal community support the use of adult sentences for most juvenile 
offenders and that both groups support more individualized sentencing procedures, especially 
when considering a life sentence. 
 Fifth, the results suggest that level of support for LWOP for serious offenders under age 
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18 predicted participants‟ preference for each sentence option.  Those who generally support 
LWOP for adolescents were more likely to sentence a defendant to either life sentence, but less 
likely to choose a blended sentence, than those who generally oppose LWOP for adolescents.  
Further, those who rate their religious beliefs as “not strong” are more likely to sentence a 
defendant to LWOP than those who rated their religious beliefs as “extremely strong.”  Lastly, 
the results suggest that males are less likely to sentence a defendant to a blended sentence than 
females. 
 Past literature has found that those who support the death penalty are more likely to 
sentence a juvenile defendant to death than those who do not support the sentence (Kalbeitzer & 
Goldstein, 2005).  The results of this study are consistent with Kalbeitzer and Goldstein‟s results, 
and provide evidence that support for a given sentence will increase a person‟s likelihood of 
choosing that sentence, or a similar sentence, for a defendant.   
 Past research has also found that males are more likely to support the death penalty than 
females (Lowenstein, 1988; Moon et al., 2000) and that people who are more religious are more 
likely to support the death penalty (Skovron, Scott, & Cullen, 1989). However, the current results 
indicate that males are not necessarily more likely than females to support more severe sentences 
outside the context of the death penalty.   Males and females were equally likely to sentence the 
defendant to LWOP and LWP, respectively.  Further, those who reported weaker religious beliefs 
were more likely to sentence a defendant to LWOP than those who reported stronger religious 
beliefs, but they were equally likely to sentence to LWP or a blended sentence.  Interestingly, 
gender was only related to preference for a blended sentence and strength of religious beliefs was 
only related to preference for LWOP.   
 Juvenile Offenders 81 
 
 The fact that these factors (support for LWOP for adolescents, gender, and strength of 
religious beliefs) predict sentencing decision for at least one sentence option each has important 
implications for jury selection.  Because juveniles can no longer receive the death penalty, it is 
important for lawyers to determine which potential juror characteristics may be in their favor 
when facing a potential life sentence.  Although lawyers cannot strike potential jurors based on 
gender (see J.E.B. v. Alabama ex rel. T.B., 1994), they are permitted to ask potential jurors about 
their support for a given sentence for juveniles and, possibly, the strength of their religious 
beliefs.
29
   
 Finally, the results indicate that, in general, participants felt that the most important 
purpose of sentencing was to deter the defendant from future criminal behavior and the least 
important purpose was to deter others from future criminal behavior.  Participants were 
conflicted as to the relative importance of rehabilitation and punishment, but felt that they were 
both more important than deterring others from criminal behavior.  Law student participants felt 
that punishing the defendant was more important than rehabilitating him.  In contrast, 
undergraduate participants felt that rehabilitating the defendant was more important than 
punishing the defendant.  These differences may account for some of the differences between law 
student and undergraduate participants‟ sentence choices, especially those related to blended 
sentencing.  Further, these results are interesting given that both groups generally preferred a 
blended sentence over the life sentence options.  A blended sentence means that the defendant 
                                                          
29
 Jurisdictions are divided on whether peremptory challenges based on religion are allowed.  Some states, such as 
Colorado, California, and New Jersey, have held challenges based on religion unconstitutional (see Fields v. People, 
1987; People v. Wheeler, 1978; State v. Fuller, 2004).  Some states, such as Minnesota and Texas, have allowed 
challenges based on religion (see Fisher v. Texas, 1999; State v. Davis, 1993).  However, at least one jurisdiction has 
distinguished religion from “heightened religious involvement” (U.S. v. DeJesus, 2003, p. 500).  Choosing jurors 
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will serve at least part of his sentence in the juvenile system (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006).  The 
juvenile system was designed to be rehabilitative in nature and is not necessarily intended to 
deter juveniles (Woolard et al., 2001).  However, given that some blended sentences allow a 
juvenile to be released at the end of the juvenile sentence as long as he does not commit any 
other offenses, participants may have considered the threat of an adult sentence enough to deter 
the defendant from committing future crimes. 
 Several possible explanations may be offered for the various findings.  First, the 
differences between the law student and undergraduate participants may be explained by their 
different educational experiences.  Law students have specialized training in legal issues that, 
presumably, the undergraduate participants lack.  It appears that, although the age of the 
defendant and the crime were relevant to law student participants, undergraduates were more 
concerned with the type of crime committed and less concerned with the age of the defendant.  
The law students may have had knowledge about the relevance of age and maturity to sentencing 
that the undergraduates may have lacked.  Therefore, the undergraduates may not have 
considered the age of the defendant as important compared to the law student participants. 
 It is also possible that heinousness of the crime moderates the relationship between 
defendant age and type of sentence for undergraduates, but not for law students.  Finkel et al. 
(1994) compared three crimes with varying levels of heinousness.  They found that, as 
heinousness increased, the associated effect of defendant age decreased.  The current study found 
some similar results.  Undergraduate participants may have specifically attended to the 
heinousness of the crime rather than considering both heinousness and defendant age.  The result 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
based on strength of religious beliefs may be acceptable as long as the decision is not based on the potential juror‟s 
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was similar sentences for both age defendants for each respective crime.  In contrast, law student 
participants may have been more attuned to both the heinousness of the crime and the age of the 
defendant because of their educational training or the experiences associated with their own ages.  
The result was more severe sentences for the 16-year-old than the 13-year-old in robbery, but 
similar sentences for both ages in murder. 
 In previous studies, defendant age has consistently been found to be a factor in selecting a 
sentence (Crosby et al., 1995; Robinson & Darley, 1995).  However, at least one other study 
found that defendant‟s age did not make a difference in participants‟ choice of sentence 
(Kalbeitzer & Goldstein, 2006).  Findings from the current study suggested that the defendant‟s 
age alone did not affect participants‟ likelihood of choosing any of the sentence options.  
However, age was an important factor when considered in the context of participant education 
and the crime committed.  Kalbeitzer and Goldstein suggested that their lack of age effect may 
have resulted because there was no variation in the heinousness of the crime.  The undergraduate 
sample in the current study was drawn from the same undergraduate university with similar 
methods as used in Kalbeitzer and Goldstein‟s study.  Similar results were found in terms of the 
direct effects of defendant age.  However, the current study varied the heinousness of the crime 
and found evidence that heinousness of the crime moderated the relationship between defendant 
age and sentence severity. 
 The results of this study indicated that participants were more likely to sentence a 
defendant to LWP over LWOP and were more likely to prefer a blended sentence over either life 
sentence.  These results suggest that the public, including those with legal knowledge, feel that 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
religious affiliation. 
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LWOP is appropriate only in cases where the defendant is very culpable and the crime is very 
serious.  The Supreme Court in Eddings v. Oklahoma (1982) held that state courts must consider 
all relevant mitigating information and weigh it against the evidence of aggravating 
circumstances when deciding whether to sentence a defendant to the death penalty.  When given 
the choice, both law school and undergraduate participants preferred the less severe to the more 
severe sentence in every sentence comparison for most cases.  However, there were some 
combinations of factors for which participants felt a more severe sentence may be warranted.  
The results of this study imply that the public may support a policy of balancing aggravating and 
mitigating factors when determining the sentence for a juvenile convicted of a serious crime. 
 The results further indicated that, when given the choice between LWOP or a blended 
sentence, the undergraduate participants preferred a blended sentence except for when the 
defendant was 13 and the crime was murder.  In that case, they were equally likely to give either 
sentence.  This suggests that the general public may believe that younger offenders who commit 
worse crimes are more dangerous than their older counterparts.  There has been some speculation 
that the public may perceive juveniles sentenced to LWOP as “superpredators,” who have long, 
violent records (AI & HRW, 2005, p. 1).  The vignettes in this study did not specify whether the 
defendant had a criminal history.  However, the vignettes did supply information about the 
defendant‟s past that could have been perceived as negative (i.e., history of physical abuse, 
family history of mental illness).  It is possible that the undergraduate participants used that 
information, along with the defendant‟s younger age and more serious crime, as aggravating 
information. 
 When the sample was divided by educational level, law school participants considered 
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LWP along with a blended sentence when the defendant was involved in murder, whereas the 
undergraduates considered LWP when the crime was robbery.  It appears that law students 
perceived LWP as a harsher sentence than a blended sentence and undergraduates perceived the 
blended sentence as more severe.  Undergraduate participants may not have fully understood the 
differences between a blended sentence and LWP.  They may have perceived the blended 
sentence as more severe because it seems to sentence the defendant twice, whereas LWP 
provides a single sentence.  The survey materials provided a one-sentence explanation of each 
sentence option.  However, those descriptions may have been insufficient in terms of educating 
the participants about the different sentence options.  The differences in sentencing between the 
two groups may have been due to the differences in legal education.  It is possible that the 
undergraduates did not understand the differences between the adult and juvenile systems and 
their associated sentencing schemes.  However, law student participants have likely studied the 
differences between sentence types and more fully understand the distinction between blended 
sentences and LWP, even if only based on the description provided in the survey materials.  If 
undergraduate participants viewed the blended sentence as harsher than LWP, then this could 
explain why they were only undecided about sentence when the crime was robbery.  They may 
have perceived that defendant as the less dangerous based on the crime committed. 
 Overall, the results indicate that participants preferred a blended sentence the most, LWP 
second, and LWOP least.  In the comparisons of LWOP to LWP and LWOP to a blended 
sentence, the results indicate that, controlling for all variables, participants preferred LWP and a 
blended sentence over LWOP.  Further, in the comparison of LWP to a blended sentence, 
participants were more likely to sentence a defendant to a blended sentence rather than LWP.  
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These results have important policy implications.  In the past two decades, there has been a trend 
toward more punitive treatment of juvenile offenders (see AI & HRW, 2005; Snyder & 
Sickmund, 2006).  Whitehead et al. (1999) suggested that lawmakers and policy-makers may 
incorrectly believe that the public supports the harsher treatment of juvenile offenders.  They 
opined that legislators may not publicly support harsher sentences if they were aware that the 
public supported less severe sentences.  The current study indicates that both the general public 
and those with legal knowledge support less severe, more rehabilitative treatment for juvenile 
offenders.  This finding does not parallel the recent trend toward more punitive treatment for 
juvenile offenders. 
 The Supreme Court in Roper (2005) stated that juveniles are more immature, 
irresponsible, and reckless, more susceptible to external influence, and that their personalities 
were more transitory than adults‟.  Although the Roper Court discussed these characteristics 
within the context of the death penalty, these characteristics are true of juveniles outside the 
context of the death penalty as well.  Fried and Reppucci (2001) argued that a juvenile justice 
system that treats juveniles like adults, with equal levels of culpability and responsibility, is 
inconsistent with the evidence that juveniles have more poorly developed decision-making skills.  
They also suggested that policy-makers should “be wary of policies that require long sentences 
for adolescent offenders,” because judgment and decision-making are poor in 15- and 16-year-
olds and improve in later adolescence (p. 59).  The results of this study support the idea that 
policy-makers should reconsider policies that require longer sentences for adolescent offenders. 
5.1     Limitations 
 This study was designed to assess public perceptions of LWOP, LWP, and blended 
 Juvenile Offenders 87 
 
sentencing for juveniles.  The purpose was to determine whether public opinion supports the use 
of LWOP for juvenile offenders and to compare LWOP to LWP and blended sentences.  The 
interpretation of the findings assumes that the participants in this study are representative of the 
general public and the legal community, respectively.  However, some concerns about the 
generalizability of the findings exist given that the participants were recruited from two 
northeastern, private universities, one with a religious affiliation.  Further, some demographic 
variables varied with the level of education (i.e., participant age, socioeconomic status, and 
religion).  These differences may not exist between the legal community and the general public 
outside of the academic setting and may have had an impact on the effect of level of education.  
These differences may limit the generalizability of these results and underscore the need for 
replication.  Nonetheless, this study had a large sample size, and participants varied with respect 
to race, socioeconomic status, political views, and religious beliefs.  The participants in this study 
may not perfectly represent their intended populations, but this was the first empirical effort to 
determine public opinion of these sentencing options.  The results provide a starting point from 
which more research can and should be conducted. 
 This study asked participants to rate the importance of four purposes of sentencing: 
punishment, rehabilitation, deterring the defendant from future criminal activity, and deterring 
others from future criminal activity.  Participants were then asked to rank the purposes of 
sentencing relative to each other in order of preference.  Although the ratings and rankings were 
consistent in general, they were inconsistent for the undergraduate sample, which rated deterring 
the defendant as most important and rehabilitation as second, but ranked them in the opposite 
order.  Also, for the entire sample, the correlation between ratings and rankings for deterring the 
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defendant was not significant, although it signified a trend.  It is possible that some of the 
participants did not read the survey materials very carefully and therefore either did not 
understand or did not follow the directions.  The professors for some of the classes in which 
recruitment took place talked to the students while they were completing the survey, allowed 
announcements to be made during the survey, or rushed the students.  This was especially true 
for the undergraduate sample.  Although the students were given the choice to complete the 
survey at a later time and return it through intracampus mail, most students did not take this 
option. 
 This study compared defendants of two ages to determine whether age would have an 
effect on sentencing decisions.  The results suggested that participants did not treat 13- and 16-
year-old defendants differently in any of the sentencing comparisons.  It is possible that the 
defendants in this study were too close in age and that a wider range of ages would have yielded 
more significant differences in sentencing. 
 This study was also limited in its assessment of some demographic factors that previous 
research has suggested are predictive of some sentencing decisions.  For example, because this 
study used participants from two universities, there were few white, middle-aged, male 
participants from the highest income bracket.  Therefore, other demographic variables, such as 
opinion of LWOP for adolescent offenders, were more predictive of sentencing decisions in these 
university populations than those identified in previous research studies. 
 The results showed that the interactions and main effects that were not significant all had 
small effect sizes and low power.  It is possible that significant effects may have been found if 
there had been more participants in the study.  However, given the large sample size in this study, 
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it is likely that an effect would have been found if it existed. 
5.2     Implications 
 To the extent that the results of this study are generalizable to the general public, they 
suggest that the public feels that LWOP, if applied to juveniles at all, should be reserved for more 
heinous crimes in which the juvenile had a major role.  If this is the case, perhaps a system that 
balances aggravating and mitigating factors should be in place when LWOP is considered for a 
juvenile offender. 
 Interesting patterns emerged when the sample was divided into law students and 
undergraduates.  Assuming the results from the undergraduates are generalizable to the general 
public, it appears that the general public may be willing to sentence a younger juvenile to LWOP 
for a more heinous crime, although they showed no preference for LWOP over LWP.  In 
contrast, assuming the findings from the law students generalize to future lawyers, judges, 
legislators, and other policy-makers, it appears that this group may reserve LWOP for only older 
offenders who played main roles in more heinous crimes.  Results from both groups seem to 
contradict recent judicial and legislative changes to make the juvenile justice system more 
punitive.  The results also seem to indicate that the general public and the legal community do 
not support LWOP as a mandatory sentence for juvenile offenders.  In contrast, the results 
suggest that the general public and the legal community feel that LWOP should be applied in a 
more nuanced fashion, considering each juvenile defendant on a case-by-case basis.  The 
participants in this study only expressed a clear preference for LWOP over LWP where the 
defendant played a lead role in the most heinous crime.  This suggests that the general public and 
policy-makers may agree that juveniles should not receive sentences as harsh as LWOP except 
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when they are very culpable or when the crime is very serious.  However, this is not reflected in 
the recent trend toward harsher sentences for juvenile offenders. 
 The results further suggest that the general public supports the use of the juvenile system 
before having juveniles serve a harsher adult sentence.  However, the results also suggest that the 
general public may have reservations about allowing a younger defendant involved in a more 
serious crime the opportunity for release.  The legal community seems to support the continued 
use of the juvenile system for juveniles of varying ages, but may feel that it is inappropriate for 
older, more serious offenders.  Again, these results suggest that the general public and the legal 
community may agree that, in general, juveniles should not receive sentences as severe as LWOP 
except when they are very culpable or when the crime is very serious.  These results further 
support a system that balances aggravating and mitigating factors when determining whether a 
juvenile should receive LWOP.  Also, it appears that both the general public and the legal 
community support the use of the juvenile system as a first step in punishing a juvenile offender. 
 The current study added to the juvenile LWOP literature in several important ways.  First, 
it is the first study to assess public perceptions of LWOP outside the context of the death penalty.  
Second, it is the first study to compare LWOP to LWP and blended sentencing as sentencing 
alternatives.  Third, it is the first study to compare legal and public opinions of juvenile LWOP.  
The results suggest that the legal community needs to better evaluate what the public wants and 
determine policy based on actual public opinion rather than perceived public opinion. 
 Future research should use a sample of the general population and a sample of lawyers, 
judges, legislators, and other policy-makers to determine whether the results of this study are 
generalizable to those groups and to determine whether any differences exist between the groups 
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in terms of sentencing preferences.  In addition, future research should expand the range of 
defendant ages.  It is possible that differences in sentencing preferences may be found when 
comparing a 13-year-old to a 17- or 18-year-old, a 25-year-old, and possibly a 35-year-old 
defendant.  Further, future research should use more levels of type of crime to vary the 
heinousness and severity of the crimes.  Finally, future research should ensure that all 
participants have ample time to read the directions and complete the survey. 
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Table 2 
Distribution of Participants by Year in School 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
        N   %  
Law School 
 1L       97   51.3 
 2L       75   39.7 
 3L       16       8.5 
 Missing        1           .5 
 
Undergraduate 
 Freshman      40   23.5 
 Sophomore      41   24.1 
 Pre-Junior      22   12.9 
 Junior       31   18.2 
 Senior       34   20.0 
 Missing        2       1.2 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 3 
Descriptive Statistics for Support for Life without Parole in General and for Adolescent 
Offenders   
________________________________________________________________________ 
       Mean    SD  
Overall 
 Support for LWOP in general   3.64    .80 
 Support for LWOP for adolescents  2.66    .94 
Law Students 
 Support for LWOP in general   3.64    .77 
 Support for LWOP for adolescents  2.53    .87 
Undergraduates 
 Support for LWOP in general   3.63    .84 
 Support for LWOP for adolescents  2.80    1.00 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 4 
 
Mean Ratings of Likelihood of Each Sentence and Associated Mean Rating for Each Sentence  
______________________________________________________________________________ 
      Sentence Type       
   LWOP    LWP    Blended  
Mean Rating  2.21    3.03    3.52 
Mean Ranking  2.57    1.93    1.48 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Ratings of likelihood of giving a sentence range from 1 (extremely unlikely) to 5 (extremely likely).  Rankings 
of sentence preference range from 1 (most preferred) to 3 (least preferred). 
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Table 5 
Correlations between Ratings of Likelihood and Associated Rankings of Preference for Each 
Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
       Rating       
 
Ranking  LWOP    LWP    Blended 
  
LWOP   -.76* 
 
LWP       -.39* 
 
Blended          -.55* 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Ratings for likelihood of sentencing the defendant to a particular sentence range from 1 (extremely unlikely) 
to (extremely likely).  Rankings of sentence preference range from 1(most preferred) to 3 (least preferred). 
*p<.001. 
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Table 6 
Participants’ Agreement between Ratings and Rankings for Sentence Type  
_____________________________________________________________________________  
       N    %  
Rankings and Ratings     273    76 
All Agree 
 
Ranking and Rating     56    15.6 
Agreed for One Sentence 
 
No Agreement      15    4.2 
 
Did Not Answer Ranking    15    4.2 
Items Correctly
a 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
a
For example, some participants ranked more than one sentence “1” or only ranked one or two of the sentence 
options. 
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Table 7 
 
Analysis of Covariance for the Difference between Ratings for Life without Parole and Life with 
Parole    
______________________________________________________________________________ 
___Source   df  F  partial η2  p   
 
Support for LWOP  1    22.51  .064   .000* 
for offenders <18 
 
Participant    1      .103  .000   .749 
level of education (E) 
 
Defendant Age (A)  1      .000  .000   .998 
 
Culpability (Culp)  1  42.659  .114   .000* 
 
Crime    1  33.698  .092   .000* 
 
E x A    1    3.459  .010   .064 
 
E x Culp   1      .349  .001   .555 
 
A x Culp   1    3.814  .011   .052 
 
E x A x Culp   1    1.415  .004   .235 
 
E x Crime   1    3.498  .010   .062 
 
A x Crime   1    1.007  .003   .316 
 
E x A x Crime   1  14.333  .041   .000* 
 
Culp x Crime   1  32.075  .088   .000* 
 
E x Culp x Crime  1      .002  .000   .966 
 
A x Culp x Crime  1      .071  .000   .760 
 
E x A x Culp x Crime  1      .567  .002   .452 
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    error   332  (2.896)       
Note.  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
*p<.001       
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Table 8 
 
Differences between Ratings for Life without Parole and Life with Parole  
______________________________________________________________________________
  
 Source   Mean  df        t   p  
 
law x 13 x murder  3.87  44   -3.34   <.01
a 
 
law x 13 x robbery  4.00  43   -4.86   <.001
b 
 
law x 16 x murder  5.10  48      .29   >.05
c 
 
law x 16 x robbery  3.38  46   -6.25   <.001
 b
 
 
ugrad x 13 x murder  5.63  39    1.74   >.05
 c
 
 
ugrad x 13 x robbery  3.36  38   -6.28   <.001
 b
 
 
ugrad x 16 x murder  4.69  41   -1.00   >.05
 c
 
 
ugrad x 16 x robbery  3.58  42    5.69   <.001
 b
 
 
lead x murder   6.00  91    4.27   <.001
 d
 
 
lead x robbery   3.67  85   -7.52   <.001
 b
 
 
lookout x murder  3.50  83   -8.50   <.001
 b
 
 
lookout x robbery  3.49  86   -8.81   <.001
 b
 
 
lead    4.88  177   -.070   >.05
 c
 
 
lookout   3.50  170   -12.24   <.001
 b
 
 
murder    4.81  175   -1.08   >.05
 c
 
 
robbery   3.58  172   -11.54   <.001
 b
 
 
13    4.20  167   -4.97   <.001
 b
 
 
16    4.20  180   -5.09   <.001
 b
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law    4.10  184   -5.83   <.001
 b
 
 
ugrad    4.31  164   -5.84   <.001
 b
 
 
overall    4.20  348   -7.12   <.001
 b
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
a 
Indicates significant preference for life with parole over life without parole, but not significant after Bonferroni 
correction of alpha to .002. 
b 
Indicates significant preference for life with parole over life without parole. 
c 
Indicates no preference for either sentence. 
d 
Indicates significant preference for life without parole over life with parole. 
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Table 9 
 
Analysis of Covariance for the Difference between Ratings for Life without Parole and Blended 
Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
___Source   df  F  partial η2  p   
 
Support for LWOP  1  41.882  .113   .000*** 
for offenders <18 
 
Race    1    3.043  .009   .000*** 
 
Participant    1      .420  .001   .517 
level of education (E) 
 
Defendant Age (A)  1    2.116  .006   .147 
 
Culpability (Culp)  1  39.683  .107   .000*** 
 
Crime    1  27.919  .078   .000*** 
 
E x A    1    7.213  .021   .008** 
 
E x Culp   1    2.421  .007   .121 
 
A x Culp   1    1.533  .005   .217 
 
E x A x Culp   1      .027  .000   .870 
 
E x Crime   1    1.773  .005   .184 
 
A x Crime   1      .469  .001   .494 
 
E x A x Crime   1    5.910  .018   .016* 
 
Culp x Crime   1  16.285  .047   .000*** 
 
E x Culp x Crime  1    1.095  .003   .296 
 
A x Culp x Crime  1      .001  .000   .976 
 
E x A x Culp x Crime  1      .449  .001   .503 
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    error   330  (2.831)       
Note.  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
***p<.001 
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Table 10 
 
Differences between Ratings for Life without Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 Source   Mean  df        t   p  
 
law x 13 x murder  3.64  44     -3.92   <.001
a 
 
law x 13 x robbery  2.80  43   -10.62   <.001
a 
 
law x 16 x murder  4.80  48       -.55   >.05
b 
 
law x 16 x robbery  3.13  46     -7.48   <.001
a
 
 
ugrad x 13 x murder  4.63  39     -1.12   >.05
b
 
 
ugrad x 13 x robbery  3.03  38     -7.87   <.001
a
 
 
ugrad x 16 x murder  3.86  41     -3.62   >.001
a
 
 
ugrad x 16 x robbery  3.40  41     -6.22   <.001
a
 
 
lead x murder   5.34  90      1.44   >.05
b
 
 
lead x robbery   3.29  85     -8.83   <.001
a
 
 
lookout x murder  3.06  84   -10.39   <.001
a
 
 
lookout x robbery  2.88  85   -14.76   <.001
a
 
 
law x 13   3.22  88     -8.60   <.001
a
 
 
law x 16   3.98  95     -4.31   <.001
a
 
 
ugrad x 13   3.84  78     -5.13   <.001
a
 
 
ugrad x 16   3.63  83     -6.72   <.001
a
 
 
lead    4.34  176     -3.85   <.001
a
 
 
lookout   2.97  170   -17.28   <.001
a
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murder    4.24  175     -4.36   >.05
b
 
 
robbery   3.09  171   -15.76   <.001
a
 
 
13    3.51  167     -9.67   <.001
a
 
 
16    3.82  179     -7.46   <.001
a
 
 
law    3.62  184     -8.61   <.001
a
 
 
ugrad    3.73  162     -8.38   <.001
a
 
 
overall    3.67  347   -12.01   <.001
a
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. All significant analyses remained significant after alpha was adjusted to .002 with a Bonferroni correction. 
a 
Indicates significant preference for a blended sentence over life without parole. 
b 
Indicates no preference for either sentence.
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Table 11 
 
Analysis of Variance for the Difference between Ratings for Life with Parole and Blended 
Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
___Source   df        F  partial η2  p   
 
Participant    1      .559  .002   .455 
level of education (E) 
 
Defendant Age (A)  1    1.207  .004   .273 
 
Culpability (Culp)  1      .002  .000   .964 
 
Crime    1      .198  .001   .657 
 
E x A    1      .511  .001   .475 
 
E x Culp   1    1.956  .006   .163 
 
A x Culp   1    1.360  .004   .244 
 
E x A x Culp   1    1.645  .005   .200 
 
E x Crime   1  11.908  .034   .001** 
 
A x Crime   1    3.893  .011   .049* 
 
E x A x Crime   1    1.869  .005   .172 
 
Culp x Crime   1    2.269  .007   .133 
 
E x Culp x Crime  1    1.770  .005   .184 
 
A x Culp x Crime  1      .093  .000   .760 
 
E x A x Culp x Crime  1      .001  .000   .972 
 
    error   341  (2.280)       
Note.  Values enclosed in parentheses represent mean square errors. 
*p<.05 
**p<.01 
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Table 12 
Differences between Ratings for Life with Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 Source   Mean  df        t   p  
law x murder   4.82  93     -1.196            .235
a
 
 
law x robbery   4.34  92     -3.545            .001*
b
 
 
ugrad x murder  4.12  85     -6.193            .000**
b
 
 
ugrad x robbery  4.77  83     -1.429            .157
a
 
 
13 x murder   4.55  87     -3.034           .003*
b, c
 
 
16 x murder   4.42  91     -3.742           .000**
b
 
 
13 x robbery   4.28  84     -3.988           .000**
b 
 
16 x robbery   4.79  91     -1.238           .219
a 
 
law    4.58  186     -3.47            .000**
b
 
 
ugrad    4.44  169     -5.12            .000**
b
 
 
13    4.42  181     -4.49            .000**
b 
 
16    4.61  183     -3.43            .000**
b
 
 
lead    4.52  181     -4.49            .000**
b
 
 
lookout   4.51  174     -3.93            .000**
b
 
 
murder    4.48  179     -4.82            .000**
b
 
    
robbery   4.55  176     -3.66            .000**
b
 
 
overall    4.52  356     -5.935           .000**
b
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
a 
Indicates no significant preference for either sentence. 
b 
Indicates a significant preference for a blended sentence over life with parole. 
c 
Indicates no longer significant after alpha was adjusted to .003 with a Bonferroni correction. 
*p<.01. 
**p<.001 
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Table 13 
 
Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Likelihood of Sentencing to Life without 
Parole 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable        B   SE B   β 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Strength of Religious Beliefs  -.093   .049   -.095 
 
Support for LWOP for <18   .600   .079    .433* 
 
Participants‟ Age   -.030   .022   -.067 
 
Support for LWOP in general  -.014   .093   -.009 
 
African American v. Not    .272   .253    .055 
 
Hispanic v. Not   -.452   .347   -.064 
 
Asian v. Not      .301   .198     .076 
 
Multiracial v. Not     .370   .361     .050 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. R
2
 = .212 (p<.001). 
*p<.001 
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Table 14 
Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Likelihood of Sentencing to Life with 
Parole 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable        B   SE B   β 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participants‟ Parents‟ Income  -.030   .054   -.028 
 
Support for LWOP for <18   .630   .080    .458* 
 
Support for LWOP in general  -.086   .095   -.053 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. R
2
 = .189 (p<.001). 
*p<.001 
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Table 15 
Multiple Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Likelihood of Sentencing to a Blended 
Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Variable        B   SE B   β 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Participants‟ Gender    .155   .130   -.059 
 
Support for LWOP for <18   .606   .069    .431* 
 
Participants‟ Political Party  -.028   .067   -.021 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. R
2
 = .190 (p<.001). 
*p<.001 
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Table 16 
Correlations between Ratings of the Importance of Purposes of Sentencing and Rankings for 
Each Purpose 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
       Rating       
Ranking  Punish  Rehabilitation  Deter Defendant Deter Others 
Punish   -5.06** 
Rehabilitation         -5.78** 
Deter Defendant           -.105* 
Deter Others          -.344** 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
*p = .05 
**p<.001 
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Table 17 
Participants’ Agreement between Ratings and Rankings for Purposes of Sentencing 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
      N    %    
Rankings and Ratings    247    68.8 
All Agree 
 
Some Disagreement     92    25.6 
Between Rankings and Ratings 
 
No Agreement        8      2.2 
 
Did Not Answer Ranking    12      3.3 
Items Correctly 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 18 
Mean Ratings of Importance of Purposes of Sentencing and Mean Ranking for Each Purpose 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
      Purpose       
  Punish  Rehabilitation  Deter Defendant  Deter Others 
Mean    4.26         4.16           4.57           3.75 
Rating 
 
Mean    2.32         2.17           2.13           3.50 
Ranking 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Ratings of purpose importance range from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (extremely important).  Rankings range 
from 1 (most important) to 5 (least important).  Rankings included a space for participants to include an “other” 
purpose of importance.  Only 29 participants included an “other” ranking, so these rankings were not considered 
with the four purposes listed. 
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Table 19 
 
Mean Ratings of Importance of Purposes of Sentencing and Mean Rankings for Each Purpose by 
Education Level 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
      Purpose       
 
   Punish  Rehabilitate  Deter  Deter Others Other 
        Defendant 
 
Law 
  Mean Rating  4.19        3.96  4.55        3.52 
  Mean Ranking 2.24        2.38  2.10        3.45 3.14
a 
 
Undergraduate  
   Mean Rating 4.34        4.39  4.58        4.01 
   Mean Ranking 2.42        1.94  2.17        3.56 3.20
b 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  Ratings of purpose importance range from 1 (not important at all) to 5 (extremely important).  Rankings range 
from 1 (most important) to 5 (least important).  Rankings included a space for participants to include an “other” 
purpose of importance. 
a 
Based on seven law participants who ranked some other purpose that did not overlap with one of the first four 
given. 
b
 Based on five undergraduate participants who ranked some other purpose that did not overlap with one of the first 
four given.
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Figure 1 
 
Interaction between Participants’ Level of Education, Defendant’s Age, and Crime in Relation to 
Mean Difference between Ratings for Life without Parole and Life with Parole 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer life with parole) to 9 (prefer life without parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type.
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Figure 2 
 
Interaction between Participants’ Level of Education, Defendants’ Age, and Crime in Relation to 
Mean Difference between Ratings for Life without Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer blended sentence) to 9 (prefer life without parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type. 
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Figure 3 
 
Interaction between Defendant’s Age and Crime in Relation to Mean Difference between Ratings 
for Life with Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer blended sentence) to 9 (prefer life with parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type. 
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Figure 4 
Interaction between Defendant’s Culpability and Crime in Relation to Mean Difference between 
Ratings for Life without Parole and Life with Parole 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer life with parole) to 9 (prefer life without parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type. 
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Figure 5 
 
Interaction between Defendant’s Culpability and Crime in Relation to Mean Difference between 
Ratings for Life without Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer blended sentence) to 9 (prefer life without parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type.
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Figure 6 
 
Interaction between Participants’ Level of Education and Crime in Relation to Mean Difference 
between Ratings for Life with Parole and Blended Sentence 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
Note. Mean difference ranges from 1 (prefer blended sentence) to 9 (prefer life with parole).  A mean of five 
indicates no preference for sentence type. 
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Appendix A 
 
Script for Announcement of Research Study for Drexel Undergraduate Sample 
 
I am a graduate student in Clinical Psychology.  I am conducting a research study for my doctoral 
dissertation and I would really appreciate your participation.  The purpose of my study is to 
examine public perceptions of the sentence of life without the possibility of parole for adolescent 
offenders.  This is an anonymous survey and you will not be asked to report any personal 
identifying information.  The survey materials will take about 5-10 minutes to complete.  
Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and your decision to participate or not to 
participate in no way affects your status at your school or your grade in this class. 
 
Some of the information in the materials may make you feel uncomfortable because it describes 
criminal behavior.  Your participation is entirely voluntary, and there will be no negative 
consequences for you if you decide not to take part in this study or to withdraw your participation 
at any time during the study. 
 
To be part of this study, you must be over the age of 18.  You must also be able to understand 
and read English fluently.  If you do not meet these criteria, you cannot take part in this study. 
 
I am going to pass out a packet of materials to everyone.  Please remember that it is your choice 
whether you take part in this study, but I would greatly appreciate your participation to help me 
collect data for my doctoral dissertation.  Formal written consent to participate in this study has 
been waived by your university‟s Institutional Review Board in order to protect your 
confidentiality.  Your consent will be indicated by your willingness to participate in this study.  
To protect your anonymity, the survey will not request any information that could be used to 
identify you.  Please do not report any personal, identifying information.  If you choose to 
participate, you may complete the materials now and return them to me in the envelope when you 
finish.  Alternatively, you may complete the materials later and return them to me through 
campus mail within one week, and all of the envelopes are preaddressed for this purpose.  You 
may also choose not to complete the materials.   
 
If you wish to participate, please fill out all of the forms in the order in which they are presented 
to you in the packet.  Please do not write any identifying information on any of these forms to 
protect your anonymity. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to ask me. 
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Appendix B 
 
Script for Announcement of Research Study for Villanova Law Sample 
 
I am a graduate student in the J.D./Ph.D. program.  I am conducting a research study for my 
doctoral dissertation and I would really appreciate your participation.  The purpose of my study is 
to examine public perceptions of the sentence of life without the possibility of parole for 
adolescent offenders.  This is an anonymous survey and you will not be asked to report any 
personal identifying information.  The survey materials will take a total of about 5-10 minutes to 
complete.  Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and your decision to participate or 
not to participate in no way affects your status at your school or your grade in this class. 
 
Some of the information in the materials may make you feel uncomfortable because it describes 
criminal behavior.  Your participation is voluntary, and there are no negative consequences if you 
decide not to take part in this study or to withdraw your participation at any time during the 
study. 
 
To be part of this study, you must be over the age of 18.  You must also be able to understand 
and read English fluently.  If you do not meet these criteria, you cannot take part in this study. 
 
I am going to pass out a packet of materials to everyone.  Please remember that it is your choice 
whether you take part in this study, but I would greatly appreciate your participation to help me 
collect data for my doctoral dissertation.  Formal written consent to participate in this study has 
been waived by your university‟s Institutional Review Board in order to protect your 
confidentiality.  Your consent will be indicated by your willingness to participate in this study."  
To protect your anonymity, the survey will not request any information that could be used to 
identify you.  Please do not report any personal, identifying information.  If you choose to 
participate, you may complete the materials now and return them to me in the envelope when you 
finish.  Alternatively, you may complete the materials later and return them to me through 
campus mail within one week, and all of the envelopes are preaddressed for this purpose.  You 
may also choose not to complete the materials.   
 
If you wish to participate, please fill out all of the forms in the order in which they are presented 
to you in the packet.  Please do not write any identifying information on any of these forms to 
protect your anonymity. 
 
If you have any questions about this study, please feel free to ask me.  If you have any questions 
about your rights as a participant, you should contact the chair of the Villanova Human Subjects 
Board through the Villanova Office of Research and Sponsored Projects at 610-519-4223. 
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Appendix C 
Demographic Survey for Drexel Undergraduate Students - Part One 
1. Your Age: _____ 
2. Your Year in College: 
___Freshman  ___Sophomore ___Junior 
___Pre-Junior  ___Senior  ___Other (please specify):________________ 
3. Your Gender: ___male ___female 
4. Your Race/Ethnicity: 
___Black     ___Hispanic or Latino 
___White (non-Hispanic)   ___ Asian 
___American Indian or Alaskan Native ___Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
___Two or more races (please specify): ___Other (please specify):____________ 
5. Your Parents’ Annual Income: 
___$25,000 and under ___$75,001 - $100,000 
___$25,001 - $50,000 ___$100,001 and above 
___$50,001 - $75,000 
6. What is the highest level of education either of your parents completed? 
___Less than high school   ___High School 
___Some college    ___Associate‟s degree 
___Bachelor‟s degree    ___Master‟s degree 
___Doctorate     ___Professional degree 
7. Your Marital Status: 
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___Single ___Separated    ___ Divorced     ___Married      ___Widowed 
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Appendix D 
Demographic Survey for Villanova Law Students - Part One 
1. Your Age: _____ 
2. Your Year in Law School: 
___1L  ___2L  ___3L  ___Other (please specify): _________ 
3. Your Gender: ___male ___female 
4. Your Race/Ethnicity: 
___Black    ___Hispanic or Latino 
___White (non-Hispanic)   ___ Asian 
___American Indian or Alaskan Native ___Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
___Two or more races (please specify):      ___Other (please specify):____________ 
5. Your Parents’ Annual Income:  
___$25,000 and under ___$75,001 - $100,000 
___$25,001 - $50,000 ___$100,001 and above 
___$50,001 - $75,000 
6. What is the highest level of education either of your parents completed? 
___Less than high school   ___High School 
___Some college    ___Associate‟s degree 
___Bachelor‟s degree    ___Master‟s degree 
___Doctorate     ___Professional degree 
7. Your Marital Status: 
___Single ___Separated or Divorced 
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___Married ___Widowed 
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Appendix E 
Demographic Survey - Part Two 
1. Please rate your political views: 
1  2  3  4  5 
Very        Very 
Liberal       Conservative 
2. With which political party do you affiliate? 
___Democratic ___Republican  ___Independent ___Other (please 
specify):__________ 
3. How strong are your religious beliefs? 
1  2  3  4  5 
Not        Extremely 
Strong        Strong 
4. What is your religion? 
___Protestant  ___Jewish  ___Other (please specify): ___________ 
___Catholic  ___Muslim  ___No religious preference 
5. In general, do you support or oppose the use of life without parole sentences for 
individuals who commit serious offenses? 
1   2   3   4   5 
Oppose  Oppose  Neutral  Support           Support 
in all cases  in most cases     in most cases        in all 
cases 
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6. In general, do you support or oppose life without parole sentences for individuals who 
committed serious offenses before the age of 18 years? 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 
Oppose  Oppose  Neutral  Support           Support 
in all cases  in most cases     in most cases        in all 
cases 
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Appendix F 
Case Description 
Please read the following scenario, and then answer the questions that follow: 
Joe, who was 16-years-old at the time of the offense, was charged with murdering a 26-year-old 
woman (a mother of two children) who was working behind the counter at a local convenience 
store that she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe stated 
that he planned to rob the store and kill "whoever was behind the counter" because "a dead 
person can't talk." 
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, Joe's accomplice held the woman while Joe stabbed her, 
causing her to fall to the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the 
woman spoke and tried to help him.  Joe stabbed her three more times in her chest.  Two of these 
wounds penetrated her heart.  When the woman spoke again asking Joe not to kill her, he stabbed 
her four more times in the neck.  Joe and his accomplice took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, 
and $450 in cash.  The woman died on the floor. 
 
The jury found Joe guilty of first-degree murder and armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase 
of his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe had suffered severe physical abuse 
during childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  
He also had a family history of mental health problems: his biological father was placed in a 
mental hospital, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  
These facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate. 
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
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likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
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11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix G 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 13-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of murdering a 26-year-
old woman (a mother of two children) who was working behind the counter at a local 
convenience store that she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the 
police, Joe stated that he planned to rob the store and murder "whoever was behind the counter" 
because "a dead person can't talk."   
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, Joe‟s accomplice held the woman while Joe stabbed her, 
causing her to fall to the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the 
woman spoke up to attempt to help him.  Joe stabbed her three more times in her chest.  Two of 
these wounds penetrated her heart.  When the woman spoke again asking for Joe not to kill her, 
he stabbed her four more times in the neck.  Joe and his accomplice took liquor, cigarettes, 
rolling papers, and $450 in cash.  The woman died on the floor.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of first-degree murder and armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase 
of his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse 
during childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  
He also had a family history of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a 
mental institution, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  
These facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate.   
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
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criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix H 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 16-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of felony murder (he 
participated in a felony during which someone was killed) in connection with the murder of a 26-
year-old woman (a mother of two) who was working behind the counter at a local convenience 
store that she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe‟s 25-
year-old friend stated that he planned to rob the store and murder "whoever was behind the 
counter" because "a dead person can't talk."  Joe stood look out while his friend and a 24-year-old 
accomplice entered the store and committed the crime. 
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, the two older men told Joe to ride his bicycle around the 
block and look for cops while the two men robbed the store.  The older men then entered the 
store.  The accomplice held the woman while the 25-year-old stabbed her, causing her to fall to 
the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the woman spoke up to 
attempt to help him.  The 25–year-old stabbed her three more times in her chest.  Two of these 
wounds penetrated her heart.  When the woman spoke again asking for them not to kill her, he 
stabbed her four more times in the neck.  The two men took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and 
$450 in cash.  The woman died on the floor.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of felony murder and armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of 
his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during 
childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also 
had a family history of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental 
institution, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These 
facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate.   
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
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 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix I 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 13-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of felony murder (he 
participated in a felony during which someone was killed) in connection with the murder of a 26-
year-old woman (a mother of two) who was working behind the counter at a local convenience 
store that she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe‟s 25-
year-old friend stated that he planned to rob the store and murder "whoever was behind the 
counter" because "a dead person can't talk."  Joe stood look out while his friend and a 24-year-old 
accomplice entered the store and committed the crime. 
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, the two older men told Joe to ride his bicycle around the 
block and look for cops while the two men robbed the store.  The older men then entered the 
store.  The accomplice held the woman while the 25-year-old stabbed her, causing her to fall to 
the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the woman spoke up to 
attempt to help him.  The 25-year-old stabbed her three more times in her chest.  Two of these 
wounds penetrated her heart.  When the woman spoke again asking for them not to kill her, he 
stabbed her four more times in the neck.  The two men took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and 
$450 in cash.  The woman died on the floor.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of felony murder and armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of 
his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during 
childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also 
had a family history of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental 
institution, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These 
facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate. 
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
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 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix J 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 16-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of aiding and abetting 
armed robbery in connection with the armed robbery of a 26-year-old woman (a mother of two) 
who was working behind the counter at a local convenience store that she and her husband 
owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe‟s 25-year-old friend stated that he 
planned to rob the store and scare "whoever was behind the counter" because “if she‟s scared, she 
won‟t call the cops."  Joe stood look out while his friend and a 24-year-old accomplice entered 
the store and committed the crime. 
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, the two older men told Joe to ride his bicycle around the 
block and look for cops while the two men robbed the store.  The older men then entered the 
store.  The accomplice held the woman while the 25-year-old punched her, causing her to fall to 
the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the woman spoke up to 
attempt to help him.  The 25–year-old punched her three more times in her chest.  When the 
woman spoke again asking for them not to kill her, he pointed his knife at her and threatened to 
kill her if she spoke again.  The two men took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and $450 in cash.  
The woman stayed on the floor until the men were gone.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of aiding and abetting armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of 
his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during 
childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also 
had a family history of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental 
institution, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These 
facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate.   
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
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 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix K 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 13-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of aiding and abetting 
armed robbery in connection with the armed robbery of a 26-year-old woman (a mother of two) 
who was working behind the counter at a local convenience store that she and her husband 
owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe‟s 25-year-old friend stated that he 
planned to rob the store and scare "whoever was behind the counter" because “if she‟s scared, she 
won‟t call the cops."  Joe stood look out while his friend and a 24-year-old accomplice entered 
the store and committed the crime. 
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, the two older men told Joe to ride his bicycle around the 
block and look for cops while the two men robbed the store.  The older men then entered the 
store.  The accomplice held the woman while the 25-year-old punched her, causing her to fall to 
the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the woman spoke up to 
attempt to help him.  The 25-year-old punched her three more times in her chest.  When the 
woman spoke again asking for them not to kill her, he pulled out a knife and threatened to kill 
her if she spoke again.  The two men took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and $450 in cash.  
The woman stayed on the floor until the men were gone.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of aiding and abetting armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of 
his trial, the defense attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during 
childhood, including beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also 
had a family history of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental 
institution, and his brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These 
facts were not challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate.   
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
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 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix L 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 16-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of robbing a 26-year-old 
woman (a mother of two) who was working behind the counter at a local convenience store that 
she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe stated that he 
planned to rob the store and scare "whoever was behind the counter" because “if she‟s scared, she 
won‟t call the cops.”  
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, Joe‟s accomplice held the woman while Joe punched her, 
causing her to fall to the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the 
woman spoke up to attempt to help him.  Joe punched her three more times in her chest.  When 
the woman spoke again asking for Joe not to kill her, he pulled out a knife and threatened to kill 
her if she spoke again.  Joe and his accomplice took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and $450 in 
cash.  The woman stayed on the floor until the men were gone.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of his trial, the defense 
attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during childhood, including 
beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also had a family history 
of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental institution, and his 
brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These facts were not 
challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate.   
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
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likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
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11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix M 
 
Case Description 
 
Please read the following scenario, and answer the questions that follow: 
 
Joe, who was 13-years-old at the time of the offense, was found guilty of robbing a 26-year-old 
woman (a mother of two) who was working behind the counter at a local convenience store that 
she and her husband owned and operated.  During questioning by the police, Joe stated that he 
planned to rob the store and scare "whoever was behind the counter" because “if she‟s scared, she 
won‟t call the cops.”  
 
Upon arrival at the convenience store, Joe‟s accomplice held the woman while Joe punched her, 
causing her to fall to the floor.  The accomplice had difficulty operating the cash register, and the 
woman spoke up to attempt to help him.  Joe punched her three more times in her chest.  When 
the woman spoke again asking for Joe not to kill her, he pulled out a knife and threatened to kill 
her if she spoke again.  Joe and his accomplice took liquor, cigarettes, rolling papers, and $450 in 
cash.  The woman stayed on the floor until the men were gone.  
 
The jury found Joe guilty of armed robbery.  During the sentencing phase of his trial, the defense 
attorney presented evidence that Joe suffered severe physical abuse during childhood, including 
beatings from his mother that would last for more than two hours.  He also had a family history 
of mental health problems; his biological father was placed in a mental institution, and his 
brother was diagnosed with schizophrenia (a severe mental illness).  These facts were not 
challenged by the prosecution and were accepted as accurate. 
 
1.  How old was Joe? 
 
2. What was Joe’s role in the crime? 
 
3. Joe was convicted of what crime? 
 
4. For the purposes of sentencing, “life without parole” means that the defendant will 
never be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how likely 
would you be to sentence Joe to life without the possibility of parole? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
5. “Life with parole” means that the defendant will serve a term of years after which 
he will be eligible for parole.  Based on the circumstances described above, how 
likely would you be to sentence Joe to life with the possibility of parole? 
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 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely              Extremely 
 Unlikely              Likely 
 
 
6. “Blended sentence” means that the juvenile will be sentenced to both a juvenile 
sentence and an adult sentence and will be reevaluated at the end of the juvenile 
sentence to determine the appropriateness of further incarceration.  Based on the 
circumstances described above, how likely would you be to sentence Joe to a 
blended sentence? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Extremely               Extremely 
 Unlikely               Likely 
 
7. Based on the circumstances described above, please give your first, second, and 
third preference for the sentences of life without the possibility of parole, life with 
the possibility of parole, or a blended sentence.  (For example, if your first choice 
was life without parole, you would put a “1” in that blank.  Please give a number 
ranking to all three sentence possibilities, so you have ranked 1, 2, and 3 according 
to your preferences.) 
 
 ___ Life without parole  ___ Life with parole  ___ Blended sentence 
 
8. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is punished for his crime? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
9. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is rehabilitated? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
10. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that Joe is deterred from future criminal 
behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
11. In sentencing Joe, how important was it that other people are deterred from future 
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criminal behavior? 
 
 1   2   3   4  5 
 Not important         Extremely 
 at all          important 
 
 
12. In sentencing Joe, please rate the following factors in order of their importance (1 = 
most important, 5 = least important): 
 
___Punishing Joe 
___Rehabilitating Joe 
___Deterring Joe from future criminal activity 
___Deterring others from future criminal activity 
___Other (please specify): __________________ 
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Appendix N 
 
Pilot Study Question 
 
 
How culpable do you believe Joe is? 
 
1   2   3   4  5 
Not culpable              Extremely 
at all               culpable 
